
INDIGENT LEGAL SERVICES BOARD
AGENDA

September 27, 2013
Association of the Bar of the City of New  York

I. Opening Remarks by the Chief Judge

II. Approval of Minutes from March 5,2013 and Jun e  7,2013 Board Meetings

III. Update on Board Appointments/Reappointments

IV. JC O P E  Requirements and Training

V. Status Reports (See ILS Fact Sheet and Funding Chart, attached)

* Quality Enhancement (non-competitive) Distributions
• Competitive Grants: Counsel at First Appearance, Upstate Quality 

Improvement and Caseload Reduction, Regional Immigration 
Support Centers

• Development of Standards for Appellate and Family Court 
Representation

* National Developments

VI. Allocation of FY  2013-2014 Aid to Localities Appropriation
(Memorandum attached)

VII. Budget Request for FY  2014-2015 (Memorandum attached)

VIII. Schedule of Remaining 2013 Board Meetings

Friday, November 22

IX. Concluding Remarks



Minutes for ILS Board Meeting

March 5, 2013 
11:00 A.M.

Association of the Bar of the City of New  York

Board Members Present: Chief Judge Lippman, Sheila DiTullio, John Dunne, Joe 
Mareane, Lenny Noisette and Gail Gray

ILS Office Attendee(s): Bill Leahy, Joseph Wierschem, Matt Alpern, Angela Burton, 
Andrew Davies, Tammeka Freeman, Risa Gerson, Karen Jackuback and Joanne Maori

I. Opening Remarks by the Chief Judge

Th e  Chief Judge welcomed and thanked everyone for attending, especially the 
ILS staff. He also indicated that he recently met with Bill to get an update on the work 
that is being done by the Office. The Chief also discussed the 50th Anniversary of 
Gideon and that both he and Bill will participate in a program at the Justice Department 
Finally, he remarked that despite a few “natural“ bumps in the road, the office and 
board are doing okay.

II. Approval of Minutes from September 28,2012 Board Meeting

Th e  Chief Judge inquired whether the board members present had received a 
copy of the minutes from the prior meeting. The board members acknowledged that 
they had in fact received the minutes. Bill noted a correction in Section III. Karen 
Jackuback was appointed in July 2012. After noting the correction, the Chief asked the 
Board to vote to approve the minutes.

Jo e  Mareane moved to approve the minutes; his motion w as seconded by 
Sheila D iTullio and unanim ously approved.

III. Director’s Report on FY  2013-2014 Budget Status

Bill began by introducing his staff to the board. The  only staff member not in 
attendance due to a prior work-related commitment was Peter Avery, Manager of 
Information Systems.

Bill explained that the ELS budget proposal includes an additional $10 million in 
Local Aid funding, an increase from $81 to $91 million. That includes $4 million to 
supplement upstate caseload reduction grants; $3 million to supplement counsel at 
arraignment grants; and $3 million to assist counties in moving toward compliance with 
newly established ILS standards. In addition, the ILS proposed budget includes $3



million in funding for the ILS Office.

Bill explained the response in the Executive budget was somewhat disappointing 
in that it cut the $31 million request to $77 million and left the office with a $1.5 million 
budget despite the fact that the office now has a staff of 10.

Bill has been reaching out to legislative officials and O C A  to garner support for 
the Office's proposal. He also noted an oddity in the Executive budget proposal 
wherein $3 million was included to support counsel at first appearance but N O T  in the 
ILS budget. Rather, the funds would be administered by O C A  and a 3-member board 
with a representative from ILS, O C A  and the Governor’s office.

The Chief Judge noted that he didn’t think the proposal was a negative reflection 
on ILS. He did note that the Executive may just need to look more carefully at the work 
of the Office and see the commonality of purpose.

Bill then summed up the prospects regarding his budget proposal as being 
generally good but there are potential issues.

Joe Mareane inquired if there is a possibility of removing money already in 
county budgets. Bill responded "no” but noted that if the Executive proposal stands, the 
RFP for upstate caseload relief could only be one year and would stop the office in its 
tracks as far as making progress.

Bill also expressed some concern about the ILS Fund and the discussion about 
using it for "other” things.

IV. Status of Non-Competitive Distributions and Competitive Grants

Bill noted that 25 counties responded to the RFP for counsel at first arraignment. 
There are 4 reviewers looking at their requests.

Bill said that local people can move the ball forward in an intelligent way if there 
is adequate state funding to support them.

Sheila DiTullio noted that some of the town courts in her district have counsel at 
arraignment and others that do not are beginning to ask why.

Bill explained that the caseload relief notion is about quality so it applies to 
assigned counsel (e.g,, Tompkins). The RFP will be tailored to all 57 non-NYC counties.

Bill noted that 52 proposals for Distribution #2 -  the non-competitive distribution -  
were approved. He also stated that while there has been some back and forth with 
contracts, the office has always provided positive support to the counties in getting 
them done.



Joe Mareane agreed that Bill and his staff have really used T L C  with the 
counties and that the N Y S A C  counties really appreciate it

John Dunne inquired about centralized arraignments and who will make the 
decision about having them. O C A ? Who has the authority?

Bill responded that in Ontario, for example, there i® a local informal agreement.

V. Statements by Members of ILS Office Staff

Bill took much pride in introducing his staff members individually and expressed 
how lucky he is to have such a talented group. He noted that the board is already 
familiar with Joe Wierschem, Counsel to ILS, since he has been present at most of the 
meetings since his appointment. Bill then gave each of his other staff members an 
opportunity to introduce him/herself to the board and highlight the work they have been 
doing since their respective appointments.

Angela Burton, Director of Quality Enhancement for Parent Representation
Matthew Alpern, Director of Quality Enhancement for Criminal Defense Trials
Joanne Maori, Director of Regional Initiatives
Tammeka Freeman, Executive Assistant
Karen Jackuback, Grants Manager
Andrew Davies, Director of Research
Risa Gerson, Director of Quality Enhancement, Appellate and Post-Conviction Litigation

Peter Avery (not present), Manager of Information Systems

Joe Mareane expressed how helpful it is to hear from the members of the staff. 
He also noted how important quality is and stressed the work of Andy Davies.

The Chief Judge agreed and noted that empirical markers tell us a lot.

Bill added that Andy is part of a national effort.

The  Chief stated that New York should be a model for the country.

VI. Status of Board Reappointments

Bill announced that Lenny Noisette had been officially reappointed as a board 
member. He is a N Y S B A  nominee and was confirmed by the Governor. Joe Mareane 
was re-nominated by N YS A C , but has not yet been confirmed. And, Sue Sovie, the 
prior Governor’s appointee has sought reappointment, but as yet there has been no 
action by the current administration.

The remainder of the board members, with the exception of the Chief Judge are 
up for reappointment on July 31, 2013.



Bill spoke briefly at this juncture about his remarks at the Attorney General 
Holder's Gideon event. He discussed reform at the federal level and his hope that the 
A G  will support a national office of criminal indigent legal services. Regarding state- 
level reform* he noted that 28 states have 100% financing and 28 states have complete 
state oversight. Finally, he mentioned overcriminalization and punitization.

VIII. Schedule of Remaining 2013 Board Meetings

♦ Friday, June 7 
Friday, September 27

• Friday, November 22

IX. Concluding Remarks

The Chief Judge once again thanked the ILS staff for joining the board meeting 
and explaining their work to the members. He closed by saying that while there is some 
concern surrounding budget issues, there is a concerted effort to make sure the office 
gets what it needs to operate and be effective. . s ■

The meeting adjourned at 12:45 P.M.



Minutes for ILS Board Meeting

Jun e  7,2013 
11:00 A.M.

Association of the Bar of the City of New  Y o rk

Board Members Present: Chief Judge Lippman, Sheila DiTullio, John Dunne, and Joe 
Mareane

ILS Office Attendee(s): Bill Leahy and Joseph Wierschem

I. Opening Remarks by the Chief Jud ge

The Chief Judge welcomed and thanked all for attending. He indicated that 50 
years after Gideon, there are still a lot of disappointing happenings around the country. 
But, he noted that the Office and Board are “doing well in what [they are] doing.“ The 
Chief recounted that at a recent Gideon event he attended, he was the only positive 
voice on the panel. The structure provided by the legislature and the governor have 
enabled N Y to address some of the problems that others around the country have not 
been able to do. Th e  Chief Judge expressed his positive feelings regarding NY's 
proactive approach.

John Dunne inquired about the prospect of the National ILS Commission. The  
Chief Judge believes it’s a possibility but not necessarily an immediate priority in 
Washington. Bill noted that a letter was sent to A G  Holder in April with multiple 
supporters from almost every state.

II. Approval of Minutes from March 5,2013 Board Meeting

The Chief Judge inquired whether the board members present had received a 
copy of the minutes from the prior meeting. The board members acknowledged that 
they had in fact received the minutes. A  vote to approve was held for the next meeting 
inasmuch as a quorum was not present.

III. Board Member Reappointments (Breslin, DiTullio, Dunne, Gray, John)

Bill noted that there has been no further gubernatorial activity so Lenny Noisette 
remains the only reappointed board member. Joe Mareane and Sue Sovie are 
currently holdovers and on July 31,2013, all other members, except the Chief Judge, 
have terms expiring.



IV. Status Report on Distributions and Grants

Bill provided a one-page fact sheet prepared by Joe Wierschem. He then briefly 
explained that the non-competitive distributions to provide level funding for the counties 
have been received well and the vast majority of Distribution #1 funding will be spent by 
the end of the current year.

Regarding the competitive grants, Bill said his office is “getting there.” They are 
currently negotiating budgets with the counties for the “counsel at first appearance 
grants” as part of the award process. The “upstate quality improvement grant” RFP is 
currently under review by O S C  with an expected release date of late June or early July. 
And finally, the RFP for the “immigration regional resource centers” grant is currently 
being drafted and has an expected release date in late summer or early fall. Joanne 
and Andy from the ILS Office are gathering data. They are thinking about 6 regions 
and encouraging NYC to provide dedicated resources.

Bill stressed the importance of bringing defender leadership into the conversation 
with the counties. He noted that most leaders do not have experience with the money 
discussions so the Office is providing encouragement in that regard and he is very 
optimistic.

Bill noted that regarding the counsel at first appearance grant, the requests were 
in excess of the available funds (11%). Rather than decreasing every request by that 
percentage across-the-board, the Office decided to take a hard look at all of the 
submissions and scrutinize the proposals that are most committed to providing counsel 
at arraignment.

Joe Mareane said it was a wise choice not to simply makes across-the-board 
cuts. He also said that at a recent meeting, he noted some apprehension in rural 
counties about the counsel at first appearance push. Joe tried to assure that it was a 
good thing but encourages ILS to publish results showing that it works and include 
county experience -  because they listen to colleagues rather than boards.

Sheila DiTuliio mentioned Bob Lonski’s idea about a regional program for rural 
areas. Joe M. also said a central place for arraignment is an idea worth pursuing. Bill 
noted that Ontario County uses a centralized approach because the sheriff agreed to 
the concept.

Joe Mareane said there is a general apprehension among the counties as the 
non-competitive distribution nears zero. Bill expressed a need for an infusion of more 
money into the Fund.



V. Status Report on Chief Defender Advisory Group and Proposal for a White 
House Commission on the Fair Administration of Justice for the Indigent 
Accused

Bill said the May 16 meeting of the Chief Defender Advisory Group was a terrific 
meeting. He noted that everyone seems to be in agreement regarding the need for 
regional support centers. Both N YC  and upstate folks were engaged. He also noted 
that their first action plan will be to address O C A  rates for investifative and expert 
services.

Regarding parent representation and appellate representation, Risa and Angela 
will be putting together advisory groups to develop standards. Joanne is brainstorming 
regional initiatives and Matt is working on advanced criminat trial training.

VI. Advance Discussion of Potential FY 2014-2015 Budget Proposals

Bill requests that the board consider hopes and dreams and communicate to him 
in advance of the next meeting.

VII. Schedule of Remaining 2013 Board Meetings

• Friday, September 27
• Friday, November 22

VIII. Concluding Remarks

John Dunne commended Bill for his Gideon anniversary publication and said that 
it was a great piece of work.

The Chief Judge concluded by stating how proud he was about the unique 
structure of the Office and the Board, in particular the ability to distribute money from 
the Executive Branch. He noted the collaboration among Peter Kiernan, Steve 
Acquario and the Judiciary in creating the structure.

The meeting adjourned at 12:45 P.M.



Andrew M. Cuomo 
Governor
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Improving the Quality of Mandated Representation Throughout die State of New York

T o : Members, Indigent Legal Services Board

From: William J, Leahy, Director

Re: Allocation of State Fiscal Year 20X3-2014 Appropriation

AJaft/iew Alpem
Director of Quality 

Enhancement, 
Criminal Trials

Date: September 23,2013
P e te r W . Avery 

Manager of 
Information Services

A t our September, 2012 meeting, the Board allocated the FY 2012-2013 Aid to  Localities 

appropriation, in the amount of $81 million, for five purposes. By this allocation, the 

Board enabled this Office to describe to providers, county and state officials the precise 

purposes for which the appropriated funds would be spent.

in similar fashion and for the identical reason, 1 propose that this year's appropriation of 

$81 million be allocated forthe following five purposes:

Angola B u rto n  
Director of Quality 

Enhancement, Parent 
Representation

A n d re w  D a vies  
Director of Research

Tammeka Freeman 
Executive Assistant

1) The statutory distribution of $47,361,341 {25% of 2010 distribution for all 

counties outside New York City, including $40 million for the City) as mandated 

by sections 9S-b (3) (b) and (c) of the state Finance Law;

2) Quality enhancement distributions totaling $22,849,554 under Executive Law 

article 30, section 832 (3 ) (f) and section 833 (7) (c), under which ail counties 

and New York City will be enabled to receive no less state funding (a total of 

$70,210,924) than they received in 2010. O f the $22,849,554 total, $8,126,902 

represents the third year of the three-year distribution authorized by the Board 

at its September, 2011 meeting ("Distribution #2") and $7,361,326 represents 

the second year of the three-year distribution authorized by the Board at its 

September, 2012 meeting {"Distribution #3"). The remainder, $7,361,326, 

represents the first year of a new three year allocation of funds that the Board is 

requested to authorize, with a total amount over the three year period of 

$22,083,978 ("Distribution #4"). As was the case with prior distributions, each 

locality is required to consult with its indigent defense leaders in formulating a 

plan for the new distribution to improve the quality of representation, and to 

present that plan to this Office for approva l.

3) Grants In the amount of $4,000,000 that will finance die third year of the three- 

year programs to provide counsel at a defendant's first court appearance in

Risa Gerson 
Director of Quality 

Enhsncement, 
Appellate enti Post- 
Convhtion Utìgatlon

Haren Jackuback 
Grafita Manager

Joanne Macri 
Director of Ragionai 

InlUatlves

"The right» to counsel may not be deemed fundamental and essential to fair trials In some countries, but It Is In ours."
Qlthen v, Watnwrlghi. 372 US. 335,344 (im )



counties which do not lie within the city of New York. Counties receiving an 

award for this grant were notified of the amount of their award on August 6, 

2013. W e are now in the process of approving budgets and work plans, and 

entering into contracts with each county.

4) Grants in the amount of $4,000,000 to finance the second year of the programs 

for upstate qua Uty en ha nceme nt a nd to a! levrate caseloads In excess of 

maximum national norms in counties outside New York City. The RFP for the 

Upstate Quality Enhancement and Caseload Reduction grant was issued on 

August 22, and has a proposal due date of October 18.

5) Grants in the amount of $2,789,076 to finance the third year of the three-year 

programs to create regional Immigration Resource Centers in strategic locations 

within New York State. The RFP for this grant is currently being drafted. W e 

expect to submit it for OSC approval in October.

Together, these five priorities, all of which have been previously authorized by the 

Board, will expend every dollar of the state fiscal year 2013-2014 appropriation.



Andrew M. Cuomo
Governor

STATE OF NEW YORK
OFFICE O F  INDIGENT LEG AL SERVICES

S TA TE  CAPITOL, ROOM 128 
ALBANY, NEW YORK 12224 

Tel: (518)488-2028 Fax: (518)474-5050 
E-Mail: lnfo@l5.ny.gov 
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William J . Leahy 
Director

Joseph F.Wierschem
Counsel

Improving the Quality of Mandated Representation Throughout the State of New York

To: Members, Indigent Legal Services Board

From: William J. Leahy, Director

Re: Budget Request for FY 2014-2015

M atthew  A lp o m  
Director of Quality 

Enhancement, 
Criminal Trials

Peter W . A v e ry
Date: September 23,2013 Manager or

Information Services

While we have not yet received this year's "call letter" from the Director of the Budget, 

we do anticipate that agency appropriation requests for the state fiscal year 2014-2015 

will be due in m id- October. As was the case last year, we anticipate that the letter will 

advise agency heads, with the notable exception of those whose responsibilities include 

School Aid or Medicaid, to assume "zero growth" over current spending authorization.

A n g e la  Burton 
OinctorofQuaHty  

Enhancement Parent 
Representation

A n d re w  D avies  
Director of Research

With this likelihood in mind, but aiso mindful of numerous and well-chronicled 

deficiencies in the provision of legally mandated representation in New York, and also 

the mandate imposed upon both this Office and Board by Executive Law sections 832 (1) 

and 833 (1) to "improve the quality of services provided pursuant to article eighteen-B 

of the county law[ ]", I propose for your consideration an appropriation request in the 

total amount of $99.5 million dollars ($99,500,000), to be allocated as follows:

Tam m eka Freem an  
Executive Assistant

R ise G erson
Director of Quality 

Enhancement, 
Appetiate and Post- 
Convlctlon Litigation

K e re n  Je ck u b a ck  
Grants Manager

I. Slate Operations (Office and Staff): $3,500,000

This Office was envisioned from the outset as a three million dollar entity that would 

undertake the enormous task of studying and assessing the quality and efficiency of 

mandated legal representation delivered by some 145 providers in the 57 counties and 

New York City that comprise this diverse and sprawling state; and providing solutions to 

the obvious, well-documented and longstanding deficiencies therein. However, in 

March, 2011, budget negotiators cut in half Governor Cuomo's recommendation of $3 

million for the OfFice; and in March, 2012 that inadequate $1.5 million appropriation 

was maintained for FY 2012-2013. U s t  year, we were able to increase our 

appropriation by $300,000, to a total of $1.8 million, to provide sufficient support for 

our present ten person office,

Joanne Maori 
Director of Regional 

initiatives

"Ttte right,, to counsel may not be deemed fundamental and essential to fair trials in some countries, but It Is In ours,"
Qideon v. Walnwrtgbt, 372 US. 335,344 (1963}

mailto:lnfo@l5.ny.gov
http://www.ils.ny.gov


W e require a State Operations appropriation of $3.5 million for FY 2014-2015, an 

increase o f  $1.7 million over our current appropriation, in order to maintain office 

functionality and to accomplish two specific and important goals. First, given the 

plethora of contracts that are outstanding and the increasing number of quarterly 

invoices w e are receiving, we need an additional staff person to work with our Grants 

Manager to assure that reimbursements are made promptly and accurately. Salary 

increases for our extremely accomplished and underpaid staff are more than warranted 

by their performance, and they are essential for the retention of the highly skilled and 

productive employees whom we.have had the good fortune to hire. Second, we need 

additional State Operations funding to begin building and staffing our Regional Support 

Centers ($1 million, Attachment A) and our New York State Appellate Resource Center 

($500,000, Attachment B).

II. Aid to Localities: $96,000,000

As you know, our Aid to Localities appropriation for the current fiscal year is $81 million. 

This appropriation is sufficient to maintain state aid at the 2010 level for all 57 counties 

and New York City ($70.2 million), as well as funding to provide counsel at arraignment 

($4 million), create regional Immigration Resource Centers ($2.8 million), and reduce 

excessive caseloads upstate ($4 million).

The true cost of bringing New York State into compliance with professionally 

appropriate performance measures and with its obligations under the state and federal 

constitutions is far in excess of the $15 million increase that I propose today. To  bring 

caseloads and workloads in every locality into compliance with national standards] to 

ensure that counsel is provided at every client's first court appearance; to upgrade and 

make uniform the quality of representation in parent representation cases; to provide 

sufficient support staff, investigative and forensic resources to deliver effective 

representation; to furnish comprehensive training suited to every practice area in every 

locality; to ensure that only qualified attorneys are authorized to represent clients; to 

supervise their representation and evaluate their performance -  to achieve compliance 

with these and other hallmarks of effective representation will require enormously 

greater resources than can reasonably be achieved in a single annual budget process. In 

fact, our soon to be released study An Estimate of the Cost of Compliance with 

. Maximum National Caseload Limits in Upstate New York has concluded that the cost of 

meeting just the first of these priorities is in excess of ninety million dollars. But we 

have begun to make a bit of progress, and I propose that we request the resources that 

are minimally necessary to continue and to accelerate our progress. To that end, 1 

propose that we request an additional $15 million above the current year appropriation,



to more comprehensively address the deficiencies of excessive caseloads and absence 

of support for institutional and assigned counsel providers of mandated representation 

($8 million) and the absence of counsel at first court appearance in criminal cases {$4 

million), deficiencies for which some funding has been provided and RFP processes have 

begun; and also that we request dedicated funding to improve the quality of mandated 

Family Court representation and provide for the timely appointment of counsel for 

parent respondents in child protective proceedings. ($3 million, Attachment C).



Attachment A

Proposal for Regional Support Centers

After two and one-half years of observing, inquiring, reading, listening, consulting, 

funding and assessing the quality o f the representation provided under New York's 

delivery of legally mandated representation to people who cannot afford to retain 

counsel, w e have determined that the creation of Regional Support Centers throughout 

the state is an extremely important initiative that should be implemented now  to 

improve both the quality and the uniformity of representation throughout the State of 

New York.

The First Annual Report of the Indigent legal Services Board advocated for the 

establishment of state-funded Regional Resource Centers to help all localities improve 

the quality of indigent defense and parent representation, and to provide mandate 

relief to the counties:

The current county-based system cannot long survive if it is not 

supplemented by Regional Resource Centers, operating as integral parts of the 

Office, to assist counties in each region, These resources can include not only 

the already-planned Immigration Consequences Resource Centers, but also 

such areas as investigation, social services, litigation training, forensic 

assistance, appellate representation, certification of counsel, and others: many 

of which have been identified in the 2012 Report on Sharing Resources of the 

New York State Bar Association Committee to Ensure the Quality of Mandated 

Representation.

USB First Annual Report at 13-14 (November, 2012).

The failure of New York's primarily county-funded system to provide uniformly . 

competent representation has been repeatedly documented both in state reports 

("The current indigent defense 'system' is a haphazard, patchwork composite of 

multiple plans that provides inequitable services across the state to persons who are 

unable to afford counsel." Status of indigent Defense in New York [Final Report, The 

Spangenberg Group, (2006) at 155]); ( 'Th e  current method of providing indigent
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defense services in New York imposes a large unfunded mandate by the state upon its 

counties [and] results in a very uneven distribution of services!.]" Commission on the 

Future of Indigent Defense Services, Final Report to the Chief Judge of the State of New  

York, [2006] at 20-21); and in every recent national assessment, including Gideon's 

Broken Promise {ABA, 2004), Justice Denied (The Constitution Project, 2009) and 

Securing Reasonable Caseloads (ABA, 2011).

Every locality is in need of access to state-funded and locally accessible expertise, 

training, consultation and support. Once established, these Centers will help to assure 

that the quality of justice one obtains in New York does not fluctuate and often fail, 

depending solely on the happenstance of where one's case arises, or which provider 

assumes responsibility for one's representation. The State of New York cannot and 

must not tolerate the continuation of such inequity in the provision of counsel; a right 

that is "fundamental and essential to fair trials!.]" Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 

344(1963).

We therefore propose the creation of state-funded Regional Support Centers that will 

assist local providers of indigent defense and parent representation by providing them 

with assistance in the following areas: 1) criminal defense and mandated family court 

representation expertise, 2) legal research and advice, 3) appellate and post-conviction 

advice and assistance, 4) locally-based litigation and supervisory training; and 5} 

development of and access to investigative, forensic and other litigation support 

services.

We envision a total of nine Centers: one ,in each of the upstate Judicial Districts 3 

through 9, one on Long island (J D 10), and one in New York City. Each Center would be 

staffed by a training director, a criminal defense attorney, a family court representation 

attorney, an appellate and post-conviction attorney, an investigative and forensic . 

support resource person, and an office manager/paralegal. Ultimately, we estimate 

the annual cost of operating each of these Centers to be in the vicinity of $800,000 -  

one million dollars annually, or a total annual expenditure of approximately $8 million. 

Given the pace at which it is feasible to inhabit space and employ Executive Branch 

employees, however, we believe it is realistic.to request a limited appropriation of one 

million dollars in the startup year FY 2014-2015.



Attachment B

New York State Appellate Resource Center: A  Proposal

Mandated appellate representation is fragmented in New York State. In New York City, institutional 

defenders represent most indigent defendants, while in upstate New York, there are three institutional 

providers that represent only a small fraction of the criminal defendants in the remaining $7 counties. 

This proposal, to create a state-wide appellate resource center in Albany, the State capita), would save 

the State and counties money by diverting the complex cases to  an institutional defender office, staffed 

by highly-qualified experienced attorneys, and assisted by support staff including a paralegal, 

investigator, and a social worker, who would provide reentry assistance and mitigation support. Because 

of economies of scale, this state-funded office would be more cost-effective than individual panel 

attorneys who are assigned to these cases now. And, because of the office's ability to engage in 

collateral litigation at the earliest opportunity, wrongful convictions may be overturned years earlier 

than is the case now, where an attorney is obligated to litigate the issues in the Appellate Division 

before going back to  the trial court on a motion to vacate the conviction.

In New York City, The Legal Aid Society Criminal Appeals Bureau represents clients in ail five counties in 

the city of New York (Kings, Queens, New York, Bronx, and Richmond). There are three additional 

institutional providers: two in the First Department (comprising the Bronx and Manhattan); and one in 

the Second Department, which includes Kings (Brooklyn), Queens, and Richmond (Staten Island). The 

Office of the Appellate Defender and the Center for Appellate Litigation represent clients in the First 

Department. Appellate Advocates represents clients in the three New York City counties encompassed 

in the Second Department. Alt of the Institutional defenders in New York City have experienced 

attorney staffs, social work programs, and the flexibility to engage in collateral litigation prior to filing 

the direct appeal if the attorney deems it in the best interest of his or her client

In addition to the three New York City counties, the Second Department comprises seven additional 

counties: Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, Orange, Dutchess, Putnam, and Rockland. The suburban 

counties, Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester, ail have legal aid societies with appeals units; two of the 

remaining counties, Dutchess and Rockland, have public defenders offices in which a single appellate 

attorney handles appeals. Neither Putnam County nor Orange County Legal Aid Societies handle 

appeals.

The Third and Fourth Departments comprise the remaining 50 counties in the state. The Third 

Department is comprised of 28 counties; the Fourth Department is comprised of 22 counties. In the 

Third Department, while a handful of the public defender offices have a single appellate attorney/ there 

is no public defender office or legal aid society with an appeals unit. The Fourth Department has three *

*The Albany County Public Defender office has one attorney who handles appeals full time, and a second attorney 
who devote half of his time to trial work and the other half to appeals. Columbia and Ulster counties each have a 
single appellate attorney.

1



institutional defender offices with appeals units: the Legal Aid Bureau of Buffalo, the Appeals Unit of 

the Monroe County Public Defender, and the Hiscock Legal Aid Society Appeals Unit (Syracuse, 

Onondaga County), and seven other offices that handle appeals. The following chart shows the break

down of the number of appeals handled by institutional defenders and by assigned counsel in the Third 

and Fourth Departments:

Third Department Assignments, 2012

Assigned Counsel, 18-B Assigned Public Defender*
441 ■ 70

•Public Defender Assignments By County; TOTAL: 70

Albany Broome Chenango Columbia Essex Madison Rensselaer Ulster Warren
27 6 8 4 2 2 15 3 3

4th Department Assignments, 2012

Legal Aid Buffalo Monroe County 
Public Defender

Hiscock Legal Aid 
Society

Çonflict/Other PD* Assigned counsel

141. 119 76 104 221

•Conflict/Other PD: Breakdown of the 104 appeals:

Monroe
Conflict

Niagara PD Niagara
Conflict

Oneida PD Ontario PD
4

Wayne PD Wyoming
PO

36 9 7 19 19 6 8

Th e  total number of criminal appellate assignments in 2013 in the Third Department was 511; the total 

number of criminal appellate assignments in the Fourth Department in 2013 was 680; the total for the 

50 upstate counties was 1191. The state-wide appellate center would accept approximately ten percent 

of the assignments in these 50 counties, plus an additional 15-20 cases from the Second Department, 

totaling approximately 135 cases each year.

The State of New York would be well-served by creating an appellate resource center to handle complex 

criminal appeals. The staff attorneys at the resource center would be available to litigate the most 

serious cases, such as those where the defendant has been sentenced to  life without parole, o ra  life 

sentence, or cases that raise particularly complex facts and legal issues, as well as litigate appeals of civil 

commitment pursuant to Article 10. Currently -outside of New York City -  the task of filing appeals in 

these cases primarily falls upon individual solo practitioners oh the assigned counsel plan. The hours
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needed to litigate these complex cases often result in costs that exceed the statutory cap of $4,400.1 2 3 

Staffing the office with at least one attorney with expertise in Article 10 commitment proceedings is 

critical, because very few criminal appellate attorneys have experience and expertise in Article 10 

appeals.

If the most complex and serious cases were diverted to a state-funded appellate office, staff attorneys 

with experience in litigating complex criminal appeals would save the counties money by being able to 

collaborate, share their research and expertise,* and create statewide resources including a brief bank 

that would collect briefs by subject matter that could be made available to  any attorney representing an ' 

indigent defendant on appeal. The creation of such an office would not obviate the need for panel 

attorneys, as those attorneys would be necessary to be assigned to conflict cases of codefendants, and 

to handle the majority of appeals that would not be diverted to the resource center.4 Nor would the 

creation of an appellate resource center diminish the need for the existing institutional upstate 

defenders: Monroe County Public Defender's Appeals Unit, The Hiscock Legal Aid Society in Syracuse, or 

the Buffalo Legal Aid Bureau, ail of which handle a substantial number of appeals in a competent arid 

professional manner. The attorneys at the resource center would, however, be available to anv public 

defender, legal aid society attorney, or panel member, who needed research assistance, including access 

to the appellate resource centers brief bank, motion support practice, and mitigation reports by a 

certified social worker.

The staff attorneys at the appellate resource center would also be available to engage in collateral 

motions that challenge the validity of the conviction based on evidence outside the appellate record in 

the 57 counties. The most common such challenges are ineffective assistance of counsel claims and 

Brady claims (claims that exculpatory evidence has been withheld by the prosecution). In addition to 

collateral litigation, the staff attorneys at the resou rce cente r wo utd be availa ble to co nsult with trial 

attorneys at legal aid societies and public defender offices that do not have appeals attorneys on staff by . 

providing pre-trial and trial litigation support (e.g„ legal research and motion writing for issues that arise 

prior to and during trial). Further, through this litigation, challenges to wrongfully convicted defendants

1 In a meeting with Justice Peters and the staff at the New York State Supreme Court, Appellate Division, Third 
Department on February 26,2013, Angela Burton and I were told that In 2012, of 520 payment orders, 65 ■
exceeded the statutory cap.

3 At a meeting on May 13,2013, with the Frances Cafarell, Esq., Clerk of the Appellate Division, Fourth 
Department, Ms. Cafarell noted that the moreexperienced attorneys on the panel were more efficient, and that 
they submitted vouchers for less money than less experienced attorneys on comparable cases. She believes that is 
because more experienced attorneys are more efficient at reading the record, spotting issues, researching issues, 
and writing, than those with less experience.

4 The creation of an appellate resource center as proposed would handle less than 10% of the appeals state-wide. 
While some states that have created a state-wide appellate defender office handle virtually all of the indigent 
criminal appeals, e,g., Illinois, other states that have created state-wide appellate offices typically handle only a 
small percentage of the appeals throughout the state. For example, the State Appellate Defender Office in 
Michigan represented only 17% of indigent criminal defendants pursuing an appeal in 2011; the remaining 83%  
were represented by private assigned counsel.
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would be filed at the earliest possible m om ent thereby saving the State money in continued 

incarceration and in lessening the amount of civil damage aw ards. According to the National Registry 

of Exonerations, a joint project of University of Michigan Law School and Northwestern Law School, 

there have been 115 exonerations in the state of New York from 1983 through May 1 3 ,2013.5

The first line of defense against wrongful convictions is a post-conviction litigation by appellate 

attorneys. In New York, each of the institutional appellate providers in the City of New  York has a unit 

that litigates wrongful convictions.6 Yet none of the upstate institutional providers have such a unit, and 

some institutional providers are barred from engaging in post-conviction litigation outside of the direct 

appeal. Thus, for example, when Nathaniel Johnson was convicted of a robbery in the City of Buffalo, his 

case was assigned to the Appeals Unit of the Legal Aid Bureau of Buffalo. In his appeal, his attorney 

asserted, among other issues, that the verdict was against the weight of the evidence and that 

exculpatory evidence was withheld until after the trial had commenced (i.e. that there was a Brady 

violation). The Appellate Division rejected the weight of the evidence claim and rejected the Brady 

claim on the basis that it concerned matters outside the record and could be raised only by filing a 

motion pursuant to N.Y. Crim. Proc. Law §440.10. See People v. Johnson, 88 A.D.3d 1293,1294 (4ih 

Dep't 2011). Although the Appellate attorney continued to investigate the case, a motion to vacate the 

conviction pursuant to N.Y. CPL §440.10 could not be filed until an attorney was assigned through the 

Erie County Assigned Counsel Plan on the trial attorney panel. This did not occur until two years after 

the original appellate attorney was assigned. See."Freed From Prison After Wrongful Conviction, Man 

Now 'Just Enjoying Life'" The Buffalo News, May 11,2013, by Jay Tokasz, available at: 

http://www.buffalonews.eom/apos/Dbcs.dH/artk:le7AIDg/20130511/DTYANPRE6ION/130519804/li09

Had there been an appellate resource center, the motion to vacate the conviction could have been filed 

prior to the direct appeal, and Mr. Johnson could have been released from incarceration two years 

earlier. In the past few years, there have been significant judgments and settlements by the State, 

counties and New York City, to wrongfully convicted people. Those wrongfully convicted in New York 

State may sue for redress under the Unjust Conviction and Imprisonment Act, Court of Claims Act §8-b 

(McKinney), in addition to pursing other litigation remedies such as federal claims for violation of civil 

rights.

5 The registry is available at: http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx

6 In the First Department, the Center for Appellate Litigation, the Office of the Appellate Defender have dedicated 
staff that pursue litigation for their wrongfully convicted clients, as does Appellate Advocates In the Second 
Department. The Legal Aid Society, which handles indigent criminal appeals in both the First and Second 
Departments does not have a formal wrongful conviction review unit, but does pursue direct appeals as well, as 
collateral litigation for wrongfully convicted clients.
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Since 2011, the State of New York, or the counties have settled, or been ordered to pay, more than 

twenty million dollars on wrongful conviction claims:

L. DeJac7 * J. Deskovich3 S, Fappiano9 M. Clancy10 * 12 D. Gristwood11 A. Baba-AlP
Federal civil 
rights lawsuit

Federal civil 
rights lawsuit

Court of Claims
Wrongful
Conviction

Court of Claims
Wrongful
Conviction

Court of Claims
Wrongful
Conviction

Court of Claims
Wrongful
Conviction

2.7 miliioh 
settlement 
against NY 
State, 11/2012

6.5 million 
against 
Westchester 
County 4/2011

2 million 
settlement 
against NY 
State 5/2013

2 million 
settlement 
against NY 
State 9/2012

5.5 million 
verdict 5/2013 
against NY 
State

1.350 million 
(verdict that 
was modified 
downward on 
appeal -  
6/2012)

murder Rape/murder Sexual assault murder att. murder Child sexual 
assault

Erie County Westchester
County

Kings County Bronx County Onondaga
County

Queens County

Finally, creation of a state-wide appellate office would serve the interests of justice by creating parity 

between the defense and the prosecution. As it stands now, a prosecution office that does not have the 

resources or ability to represent the People on appeal can refer its appeals to the New York Prosecutors 

Training Institute (NYPTI), and a staff attorney there handles the appeal on behalf of the People of the 

State of New York. NYPTI also has the resources to send its attorneys to any prosecutor's office in the 

state to assist prosecutors at trial. Although the New York State Defenders Association is available as a 

resource center for defense counsel, NYSDA is limited to providing training and research assistance to 

attorneys representing indigent clients; it does not engage in direct representation, nor does it have the 

resources to send attorneys to consult during trial.

7 See htto://www.law.urmch.edu/soecial/exoneration/Pages/casedetail.ast]X?caseid=3169: 

htto://biEStorv.ao.org/artide/nv-womari-Eet~27m-wronaful-eonviction

0 S e e http://www.law.umiri‘i.edu/specia)/exoneration/Pages/casedetaîl.asox?easeid=3171

sSee http://www.law.umich.edu/speciai/exoneratlori/Pages/casedetail.asox?caseid-3211

10Seehtto://www.law.umich.edu/speciai/exoneration/Pages/casedetall.asDx?caselda3l06

u  See http://www.law.umich.edu/speclal/exoneration/Pages/casedetall.asox7caseidtt3265

12 See http://www.law.umich.edu/spedai/exoneration/Pages/casedetaii.aspx7caselds3171: 
Baba-Aii v, State. 19 N.Y,3d 627 (2012)
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To: Bill Leahy, Director, Office of Indigent Legal Services
From: Angela Olivia Burton, Director, Quality Enhancement for Mandated Family Court 

Representation
Re: 2014 Budget Request Proposal -  Mandated Family Court Representation) -Timely

Appointment o f Counsel fo r Parent/Adult Respondents in Child Protective Proceedings 
and Family Court Practice Quality Enhancement Grant 

Date: September 23,2013

The New York State Office of Indigent Legal Services (Office) seeks to obtain State funding for 
two important purposes: (1) to support counties’ efforts to improve the overall quality of 
representation to all adult clients in mandated family law matters and (2) to help counties and 
their indigent legal services providers ensure that eligible parent respondents in child protective 
cases have effective, meaningful legal representation at the earliest possible stage o f the 
proceeding.

I. Quality Improvem ent for M andated Family Court Representation
Like criminal defense lawyers, providers of mandated family representation across the state face 
severe challenges to their ability to provide quality representation to clients, hi its 2006 report, 
Status ofIndigent Defense in New York' A Study for Chief Judge Kaye's Commission on the 
Future o f Indigent Defense Services, The Spangenberg Group (“TSG”) noted that “[l]ike the 
provision o f indigent defense representation in criminal cases, the provision of representation in 

. f a m ily  court is a severely fractured and under-funded system, and one that is quite disparate from 
the Law Guardian Program that provides for the representation of children in family court."* 1

Although family court matters were not part of the Kaye Commission’s charge, TSG devoted an 
entire section of its report to a brief overview of family court practice in New York’s public 
defense system. Noting the importance of family and surrogate's court matters in assessing the 
needs o f the system, TSG report highlighted the “inextricable link in  county systems between 
adult representation in criminal and family court matters.”2 The report stated that family court 
adult representation "is not only a necessary and integral part of the state's indigent defense 
system, but also accounts for a significant portion of the caseloads o f the counties’ indigent 
defense providers. They, are a part of the providers' and counties' costs and compete with.. - 
criminal cases for a portion o f the counties’ limited resources."3

Just as is the case with criminal defense providers, mandated family court providers are plagued 
by high caseloads, inadequate or non-existent support services, minimal client contact, and, in 
some instances, outright denial of the lawful right to counsel. To begin to address these 
deficiencies in indigent criminal defense practice, on August 22,2013 the Office released the 
Upstate Caseload Relief and Quality Enhancement Request for Proposals. While that RFP is not 
expressly limited to criminal practice, much of the discussion regarding the crisis in New York’s 
public defense system has focused primarily, though not exclusively, on criminal practice. 
However, it has become clear in our discussion with providers around the state that, although

1 The Spangenberg Group, Status ofIndigent Defense in New York A Study for ChiefJudge K aye‘s  Commission on 
the Future o f  Indigent Defense Services -  Final Report f  pp. iii-iv  (June 16,2006).
1 Id  a tp . 99. 
s M .a tp .l0 1 .
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family court matters make up a significant portion o f the indigent defense caseload, family court 
practice has been even more severely neglected than criminal practice. As the TSO report noted, 
although a family court caseload may be lower than a criminal one, "family court matters 
frequently require more court appearances and take longer to resolve than criminal cases which 
can escalate costs."4 Moreover, u[t]he greater the needs in family law cases, fire fewer staff and 
resources available for criminal cases.5

•While family court caseloads across the state have risen dramatically,6 resources have not. In 
addition to excessive caseloads, insufficient supportive services, and other problems similar to 
those identified in criminal defense practice, providers point to a severe lack of access to training 
and continuing legal education opportunities specifically tailored to providers o f adult 
representation in family court. Additionally, in many counties mandated family court 
representation is provided only by individual assigned counsel, and there is little institutional 
oversight, supervision or support for these attorneys.

The long-standing inattention to the problems in family court representation has led to a severe 
crisis in mandated family court representation which this Office now seeks to address with •. 
funding specifically earmarked for improvements in family court practice. As counties around 
the state have started to become more sensitized to the special needs o f their mandated family 
court providers, the Office has received inquiries about targeted funding to address these 
specialized needs. The Office notes that counties and providers around the state are investigating 
and experimenting with greater specialization and institutionalization o f family court 
representation, and the Office supports these innovations.7 Some examples include the 
establishment of specialized panels of assigned counsel with family law-specific qualification, 
training, supervision, and continuing legal education requirements, establishment o f family court 
units within existing public defender offices, contracts with institutional providers to do family 
law cases, and the addition of social workers and/or family court caseworkers in both public 
defender offices and assigned counsel programs.

Targeted funding for innovative practices such as these is essential to begin to address the long
standing neglect of family court practice, and to help counties and providers institute programs 
designed to improve the quality of representation for poor families in New York.

4/d.atp. 101. '

6ld
7 See, e.g , Spangenburg Report, at pp. 53-54,58. The Report noted that many jurisdictions were seeking ways to  

- address the growing family court caseloads, and gave as examples the following:
• Albany County created a new office to handle conflict cases in crim inal, family and surrogate's 

court.
•  One o f the three fell-tim e attorneys in a newly-created conflict defender office primarily handled 

fam ily law cases.
•  Monroe County created a conflict defender to handle misdemeanor, fam ily court, and som e 

appellate cases.
•  A  year after creating a conflict defender office, Schenectady County added another attorney to die 

office to handle fam ily law cases.
•  Tioga County contract»! with a single attorney to handle fam ily court matters and criminal 

conflicts.
•  Clinton County contracted w ith a few  lawyers to provide representation in fam ily court
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II. . Timely Appointment of Counsel in Child Protective Proceedings
Parents and other adult litigants in child protective proceedings need legal representation as early 
as possible. Important constitutional liberty interests are at stake, the practice is governed by a 
complex web o f federal, state, and local laws, and serious, life-altering decisions are made at 
every step of these proceedings. It is therefore critical that indigent parents and other eligible 
adult litigants in child protective proceedings are appointed counsel well in advance of the first 
court appearance. Early appointment provides the attorney the opportunity to actively and 
effectively assist the parent both before and after an emergency removal or filing o f a petition 
alleging neglect or abuse. As have a growing number of courts across the country that are 
appointing attorneys for parents as soon as the court learns that a child has been removed from 
the home,8 the Office recognizes the need to proride access to legal representation for parents as 
early as possible in-child protective proceedings.

A. Background: Barents' Right to Counsel in Child Protective Proceedings
A parent’s right to the care, custody and management of his or her children is a fundamental 
liberty interest protected by the Due Process Clause o f the Fourteenth Amendment to the United 
States Constitution.9 Although in Gideon v. Waimvright, 372 US 335 (1963) the Supreme Court 
of the United States held that poor people in criminal cases facing possible incarceration are 
entitled to assigned counsel, the Court declined to extend that protection to indigent parents 
facing the loss o f their parental rights. Instead, in Lassiter v. D ep't o f Social Services, 452 U.S.
18 (1981), the Court said that the Constitution does not require the appointment of counsel in 
every parental termination proceeding. Notwithstanding the constitutional significance of the 
parental liberty interest and its acknowledgment that termination of parental rights works a 
“unique kind o f deprivation”, the Court held that States could allow the trial judge to decide 
whether to appoint counsel for an indigent parent on a case-by-case basis.10 II

In dissent, Justice Blackmun rejected the majority's “insensitive presumption that incarceration 
is the only loss of liberty sufficiently onerous to justify a right to appointed counsel.”11 
Declaring that there could “surely. . .  be few losses more grievous than the abrogation of 
parental rights,” he explained that;

Faced with a formal accusatory adjudication, with an adversary -  the State -  that 
commands great investigative and prosecutorial resources, with standards that involve ill- 
defined notions o f fault and adequate parenting, and with the inevitable tendency o f a 
court to apply subjective values or to defer to the State’s “expertise,” the defendant parent

I Marik; Hardin & Susan K oenig, “Early Appointment o f Counsel for Parents,” in Court Performance Measures in 
Child Abuse and Neglect Cases: Technical Guide, f it  5,pp 1 OS-109, U .S. Department o f Justice, O ffice o f  Justice 
Programs (2^ Printing, 2009) (hereafter Court Performance Measures).
9 E.g., Meyer v. Nebraska, 7Sa2 U .S. 390 (1923); Pierce v. Soc'y o f Sisters, 268 US. 510 (1925); Stanley v. Illinois, 
405 U .S. 645 (1972) (noting the Court’s frequent emphasis on “the importance o f the fam ily” and observing that the 
“integrity o f fee family unit has found protection” in the Due Process Clause o f  fee Fourteenth Amendment, fee 
Equal Protection Clause o f fee Fourteenth Amendment, and fee Ninth Amendment); Troxel v. Granville, 530 U .S. 
57 ,65  (2000) C 'm he interest o f  parents in the care, custody and control o f their children—is perhaps the oldest o f  
the fundamental liberty interests recognized by this Court.").
10 452 U .S. 18, 3J-32.
II M a t 42.
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plainly is outstripped if he or she is without the assistance of ’the guiding hand of
counsel.’12

In contrast, New York has long recognized the necessity and value o f providing court-appointed 
lawyers to poor parents in child protective proceedings. Almost a decade prior to Justice 
Blackmun’s cogent dissent in Lassiter, the New York State Court o f Appeals relied on similar 
reasoning in acknowledging a constitutional right to assigned counsel for parents defending their 
parental rights. In the seminal case o f In re Etta B,, 30 N.Y.2d 352 (1972), the Court held, on 
both due process and equal protection grounds, that “[a] parent's concern for the liberty o f the 
child, as well as for his care and control; involves too fundamental an interest and right to be 
relinquished to the State without the opportunity for a hearing, with assigned counsel if  the 
parent lacks the means to retain a lawyer,”13 * Presaging Judge Blackmun’s Lassiter dissent, the 
Ella B. court highlighted the “gross inherent imbalance of experience and expertise” between the 
state and the parent, concluding that it is “fundamentally unfair, and a  denial o f due process of 
law for the state to seek removal o f the child from an indigent parent without according that 
parent the right to the assistance o f court-appointed and compensated counsel.”

In 1975 the New York State Legislature codified the Etta B. decision in the Family Court Act. 
Emphasizing that “[pjersons involved in certain family court proceedings may face 
infringements of fundamental interests and rights, including the loss of a child's society and the 
possibility of criminal charges”, the Legislature found counsel to be essential in protecting the 
due process rights o f litigants and in  assisting the court to make “reasoned determinations o f fact 
and proper orders o f disposition.” N X  Fam. C t Act §261. Section 262 of the Family Court Act 
provides that when a respondent in a child protective proceeding “first appears in court, the judge 
shall advise such person before proceeding that he or she has the right to be represented by 
counsel o f his or her own choosing, of the right to have an adjournment to confer with counsel, 
and of the right to have counsel assigned by the court in any case where he or she is financially 
unable to obtain the same.”15 16 The New York courts have affirmed that the right to  counsel in 
child protective proceedings assumes meaningful representation and effective assistance of 
counsel comparable to that to which criminal defendants are entitled. E.g,, Matter o f Jaikob 0 .7 
88 A.D.3d 1075, (3rd Dep’t2011); Matter o f Eileen R., 79 A.D.3d 1482 (3rd Dep’t 2010);
Matter o f James JL% 238 A.D.2d 962 (4th Dept 1997).

B. The Necessity fo r E arly Appointment of Counsel in Child Protective Proceedings 
Experience and emerging data show that meaningful and effective representation o f parents in 
child protective proceedings significantly improves outcomes for children and families, and is 
critical in ensuring a well-functioning child welfare system.17 Given the significant

12/¿ a t  46.
13 30 N .Y.2d at 356, ‘
H 30 N .Y.2d at 356-357.
lsN.Y.Fam. Ct. A ct§262.
16 See, e.g., Elizabeth Thornton & B etsy Gwin, High-Quality Legal Representation fo r Parents in Child Welfare 
Cases Results in Improved Outcomes for Families and Potential Cost Savings, Family Law Quarterly, V ol. 46, N o. 
(Spring 2012).
17 See, e.g., Vivek Sankaren, A Ridden Crisis: The Need to Strengthen Representation o f Parents in Child Protective
Proceedings, Michigan Bar Journal, October 2010> available at ■
http://www.michbar.org/ioumal/pdf/pdf4article1749.pdf: Mark Hardin & Susan Koenig, “Early Appointment o f
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governmental intrusion into the parent-child relationship at all phases o f a child protective case, 
and the potential for permanent, legal termination of that relationship, counsel must be appointed 
well in advance of the first court hearing if the lawyer is to have any chance o f truly providing 
meaningful and effective assistance of counsel for the parent.18 In accordance with that 
principle, New York children are guaranteed legal representation at the earliest occurrence of: (l) 
the court receiving notice that CPS has removed a child without a court order; (2) the filing o f an 
application by CPS for an order for removal of the child prior to the filing o f a petition, or (3) the 
filing by CPS o f a petition alleging abuse or neglect.19 On the other hand, the parent is advised 
o f his or her right to assigned counsel only “[w]hen such person first appears in court.” 20

Thus, while children are guaranteed legal assistance even before petition is filed when CPS has 
removed or is about to remove the child from his home,21 parents rarely receive assistance of 
counsel in the early stages of a child protective case. In fact, providers around the state have 
informed this Office that parents often appear at the initial hearing without representation, and 
this is borne out in the reported cases. For example, in one case, the Appellate Division, Third 
Department reversed a finding b f neglect upon finding that the mother’s fundamental rights were 
violated where the Family Court judge did not advise her o f her right to counsel,'and did not 
assign the Public Defender’s office until after the removal hearing was over. Although the 
Public Defender's office represented her in all subsequent proceedings, the Third Department 
held that “[wjhere, as here, “the dictates of Family Court Act §262 have not been followed, no 
prejudice analysis is necessary [;]... reversal is mandated because a fundamental right has been 
denied respondent.”22

Because it can affect the ultímate outcome o f the case, ‘"the emergency removal hearing is a 
critical stage of child abuse and neglect litigation.”23 At this hearing the court decides whether to 
prolong the separation between parent and child following an emergency removal24 In making

Counsel for Parents’" in Court Performance Measures m Child Abuse and N eglect Cases: A Technical Guide, pp. 
101-109 (U .S. Department o f  Justice, O ffice o f  Justice Programs, O ffice o f Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, 2009); available at https://www.nrirs.gov/pdffilesl/ondp/223S70.pdf (hereafter C om  Performance 
Measures) . .
18 See e.g„ Judge Leonard Edwards (ret.), Representation o f Parents and Children in Abuse and Neglect Cases: The 
importance o f Early Appointment, Juvenile and Family Court Journal 63, no. 2 (Spring 2012)'(hereafter Importance 
ofEarly AppointmentYfViúess the court appoints the [attorney] w ell before the initial hearing and the client 
receives representation from the beginning o f the case, the representation w ill likely be ineffective.”).
19 h i New  York, a  child can be removed from parental custody in four ways. Pursuant to Article 10, Part 2 o f  the 
Family Court Act a child may be removed from the home: (1) temporarily w ith the parent's consent (Fam. C t Act 
§ 1021); (2) by court order after the filing o f a petition alleging abuse or neglect (Fam. C t A ct § 1027); (3) by court 
order before a petition alleging abuse or neglect is filed  (“ex parte removal by court order”) (Fam. C t A ct §1022); 
and (4) without a court order (“emergency removal”) and the filing o f a petition alleging abuse or neglect soon, after 
the removal (Family C t A c t §1024). The Court o f Appeals has remarked that these provisions create a “continuum 
o f  consent and urgency and mandate a hierarchy o f required review” before a child is removed from home. See 
Nicholson v. Scoppetta, supra n. 8, at 375-381 (explaining consent removal, post-petition removal, ex  parte removal 
by court order and emergency removal without court order).
liS N X  Fam, a :  Act §262,
21 Prof Merril Sobie, Practice Commentaries, N.Y. Family Court Act §1016 (M cKinney’s 2013).
22 In re Hannah YY, 50 A .D.3d 1201 (3rd Dept. 2008).
22 Cottrt Performance Measures, supra, n. 3 at 101.
24 Id. The authors further remark that ”[t]he separation o f parent and child between the emergency removal hearing 
and adjudication may protect the child from serious, long-term harm. On the other hand, tills separation may
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this determination, federal law requires the judge to make two critical findings: one, whether it 
would be “contrary to the best interest o f the child” to remain in the home-25 and, two, whether 
the agency has made “reasonable efforts to prevent removal of the child.”26 Early appointment 
of counsel helps ensure that parents* due process rights are protected and that judges have the 
most accurate and useful information upon which to make critical, life-altering decisions about 
the parent-child relationship. For these reasons* and others, relevant standards strongly 
recommend that counsel for the parent (and the child) be appointed sufficiently in advance o f the 
initial hearing to allow attorneys the opportunity to consult with the client and quickly 
investigate the facts of the case, discuss the case with the caseworker and the attorneys and 
advocates for other parties in the litigation, and to prepare for the hearing as thoroughly as time 
allows.

Given the important constitutional rights implicated when CFS removes children from their 
parents even before a court order o f removal is obtained or before a petition alleging abuse or 
neglect is filed, access to legal representation for the parent as early as possible becomes all the 
more imperative. Numerous published standards therefore recommend that parents have legal 
representation at the earliest possible stage of a child protective proceeding, including die pre
petition stages o f the case.27 Moreover, increasing numbers of courts across the country are 
appointing attorneys for parents as soon as the court learns that a child has been removed from 
home,28 and several projects have been established specifically to provide pre-petition 
representation for parents.29 Pre-petition appointment for parents would more effectively

traumatize the child and ultimately make it more difficult for the parent to correct the problems that led to State 
intervention.” Id
“ ‘Section 472(a)(2{AXii) o f die Social Sercurity A ct and 45 C.F.R. 1356.21(c).
26 Section 472(aX 2)(A )(ii) o f the Social Security Act and 45 C.F.R. 1356.21(b)(1).
™ See, e.g,, Court Performance Measures in Child Abuse and Neglect Cases: Technical Guide, pp. 101-107, U .S. 
Department o f Justice, O ffice o f Justice Programs (2009) (observing that parents’ attorneys “are important not only 
before and during the emergency removal hearing but throughout all stages o f the litigation”, and that “[i]f the 
parents’ attorneys are not involved prior to die emergency removal hearing, the court is more likely to place children 
away from the parents.”); 2013 Revised Standards for Providing Mandated Representation, N ew  York State Bar 
Association, Committee to Ensuie Quality o f Mandated Representation (recommending that counsel be available 
“for any court appearance,” and “when a person reasonably believes that a process w ill commence that could result 
in a proceeding where representation is mandated;” also that “systematic procedures” be put in place “to ensure that 
prompt mandated representation is available to all eligible persons, particularly those held in detention facilities, and 
where a child has been removed by a governmental agency from the person’s hom e.”); Standards ofPractice fo r  
Attorneys Representing Parents in Abuse and Neglect Cases, Standard 4 , American Bar Association (2006) 
(encouraging appointment o f  counsel for parents before the child welfare agency files a  petition with the court “so . 
that parents w ill have the benefit o f counsel throughout foe life o f the case.”); Standards and Criteria forth e  
Provision cfM andated Representation in Cases Involving a Conflict ofInterest, N ew  York State O ffice o f Indigent 
Legal Services, Standard 5 (2012) (requiring counties to ensure that mandated legal services providers “[provide 
representation for every eligible person at the earliest possible tim e and begin advocating for every client without 
delay, including while client eligibility is being determined or verified.”)
28 See Status Report 2005: A Snapshot o f  the Child Victims Model Court Project (Reno, NV: NCJFCJ, 2005), cited  
in Court Performance Measures afcn. 5, pp. 108-109.
29 For a discussion o f three such programs, see Trine Bech et. a], The Importance o f  Early Attorney Involvement in 
Child Welfare Cases: Representation o f parents in Pre-Petition Proceedings, prepared for the American Bar 
Association’s Second National Barents’ Attorney Conference, Washington, D .C ., July 13-14,2011, available at 
http://www.americanbar.org/gronps/child_law/what_we_do/projects/parentrepresentation/conference_niaterials.htmi
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advance New York’s emphasis on maintaining family integrity,30 giving parents’ attorneys the 
opportunity to work with the agency to avoid the removal of a child, to work with the parent and 
help the parent understand the issues, and to encourage the agency to make reasonable efforts to 
work with the family by identifying and facilitating access to appropriate preventive services, 
rather than filing a petition or for an order o f removal.

Similar to criminal defendants who appear without counsel at arraignment, it is commonplace for 
parents to appear without legal representation at emergency removal hearings where judges make 
critical decisions about whether to remove a child from the parent(s) or whether to continue to 
keep a parent and child separated following an emergency removal. Moreover, some providers 
report that even after they are appointed they may not actually meet the client until weeks, and 
sometimes months after the emergency removal hearing due to various factors such as excessive 
caseloads, lack of resources, delays in eligibility determination and logistical challenges. 
Additionally, while pre-petition appointment o f counsel is required for children in some cases,. 
parents are not afforded the same protection The Office of Indigent Legal Services recognizes 
that poor parents, no less than their children, and no less than criminal defendants are entitled to 
meaningful representation and effective assistance of counsel. As one retired family court judge 
has noted:

Removing a child from parental care is perhaps the most significant governmental form 
o f intrusion into a family. Most parents do not understand what happens in child abuse 
and neglect proceedings. They require assistance when facing the state with all of its 
resources and power. They need someone who understands the issues before the court, 
what the agency and court expect as'the case proceeds, and how best to advise them to 
achieve their goals. They also need someone who understands how to reinforce messages 
from the court and agency that are designed to assist them, and to speak up and challenge 
the positions taken by the child protection agency and its attorney when those positions 
are not supported by the law or evidence.31

CONCLUSION
These proposals are intended to address long-standing problems and challenges faced by 
counties and providers with respect to mandated family court representation. While they are just 
a beginning, the Office believes that they will have a deep and positive impact on the quality of 
representation provided to poor parents and other family court litigants who have for so long 
been underserved by New York’s public defense system.

30 Nicholson v, Scoppetta, 3 N .Y.3 d 3 57 (2004) (acknowledging the Legislature’s expressed goal o f p la cin g  
increased emphasis on preventive services designed to maintain family relationships rath«’ than responding to 
children and fam ilies in trouble only by removing the child from the family1’ and remarking that “N ew  York has 
long embraced a policy o f keeping “biological fam ilies together.’1)
31 Edwards, Importance o f Early Appointment, supra n. 6 at 26-27.
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ILS FACT SHEET

Level Funding for Counties, To  date, the ILS Board has authorized the developm ent of three 

quality enhancement non-competitive distributions -  in am ounts sufficient to  restore every 

county and N ew  York City to the level of funding they received in 2010.

o $4,4 million distribution In 2011 ("Distribution #1") {in addition, 9 0 %  statutory payment 

less 1.1 %  FMAP/March, 2011)

o $8,1 miliion in 2012 ("Distribution #2") ($24.4 million over three years) (in addition, 75% 

statutory payment/March, 2012)

o $7.3 million in 2013 ("Distribution #3") ($22.1 million over three years) (in addition, 50% 

statutory payment/March, 2013)

Com petitive Grants. The ILS Board has authorized a total of just under $10.8 million per year 

($32.4 million over three years) in competitive grants in furtherance of three specific goals: 

o  $ 4.0 million for counsel at a criminal defendant's first court appearance ($12 million 

over three years) (RFP released Novem ber 30,2012; awards granted to all 25 counties 

submitting proposals; currently writing contracts w ith award counties), 

o  $4.0 million for upstate quality improvem ent and caseload reduction ($12 million over 

three years) (RFP released August 22,2013; proposals due O ctober 18,2013). 

o  $2.8 million for immigration regional resource centers ($8.4 million over three years) 

(RFP in process of being drafted; expectation that RFP will be submitted to  OSC for 

approval in October).

Status of Q uality Enhancem ent Non-Com petitive Distributions

o Distribution #1: initial contract extensions ended M arch 31,2013; 21 counties have 

requested additional extensions of 6 months or less; 3 counties requesting extension of 

one year. To  date, a total of 17 extensions have been approved.

■ As of September 1 ,2013, claims in the am ount of $3,604,524 have been 

submitted by counties to ILS; $3,177,057 of that am ount has been processed 

and paid by OSC.

o Distribution #2: total of 52 contracts assembled and sent to  counties (total value: 

$22,872,876); 49 of these contracts have been executed by counties, with 48 contracts 

having been finalized (approved by the AG and OSC, if over $50,000) and 1 contract in 

the process of being approved,

■ As of September 1 ,2013, claims In the total am ount of $1,764,571 have been 

submitted by the counties to ILS; $1,689,212 of that am ount has been 

processed and paid by O S C

o Distribution #3: request for proposals sent to counties (and providers) on M ay 17, 

2013; to date, 35 proposals have been received,



Upilitfed %23 J3

ILS: All Funding (by C pubW W G )

(Distributions/ M  & H 2 -  HiilesS Gthtunvise notedV fiimlr/cd contracts with budget revisions)
(Counsel at First Appearance RFF -  describes p)bb f01 ■ amount awarded; contracts not fimiHzcd, budget items subject to change)

D is tr ib u tio n # !  

SM S,282

( ] ) :P fO V ^  new  A lte ra tiv e s  to  I n c a r c e i^ ^  to coordinate A TI program s for clients with developinentaì 
disabilities o r issues involving alcohol/substance abuse, mental health, p r  dom estic viotetice ($55,000); (2) provide, bindiitg ib r expert services 
($10,GO0); (3) upgrade technology in Public D efender and A lleniate Public D efender offices, including pnrcbasijig iaptop coinjjuters, scanners and 
cell phones ($25,000); and (4) provide £  LE and other training- oppoilun it res for Public D efender and A lternate Public D efender attorneys 
($25,282).

D istribu tion  #2

$786,729 
$262,243/}'r. 
(co n trac t n o t 

finalized)

(1) P rovidefunding  ibi‘extm Ordiuaiy 18-B assigned counsel expenses dire tp  A G  investigation resn ltm gfn  5 2  p e ^ ^
djstijbute -.controlled substances (S I50,000/525,0000/525,000); (2) add tw o Eiij-time A ss i stani P ub lic  D efehders (S i 12,243/$ 169,565/$'169,565); 
(3) create A ssigned Counsel Admin istraior position ($Q/S35,000/$3 5,000); and (4) provide funding fo r expert and investigativc services
($0/$;32,678/532,678),

C ounsel a t F irs t 
A p p earan ce  R F P

$656,400 
(co n trac t no t 

finalized)

( 1) C reate up to  8 three-niem ber attorney team s (Pub ! ie Defend e ro ffice ) : to serve seven d ay  rotations Ip  (a) cover afier-biisiness h o u r and weekday 
non-regular session atraignm ents in town, city and village courts (24 hoiirs/day) and (b) Saturday. Sunday and holiday arraigm nents in A ibanv 
City Court ($ 124,800/$ 124.800/5124.800 plus fringe) (C ounsel present: in epuri w ithin tw o fiours o f  nolification); (2) provide funding;for 
S upervism g A ttorney to adm m ister and parti cipate in ro tating  attorney team s (55,200/55,200/$5,200) ; an d ( 3) hire one pan-tim e A Iternate Public 
Defen d e r  to  pro vide counsel at arraignm ent in A lbany City Court on da ily basis ($30,000/530,000/530,000 plus fringe), ia in g e fo r  three mem bet- 
teams an d  p a r t- tim e A P D h ire (S58,S00/558,800/$58,000). O h-call duty is in addition to regular responsibilities as PD  o r A PD , Coverage: entire 
county, biote: Individual budget lines sub ject to cliange during■.contract process.

A lle g a n y  C o u n ty
D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

515,481

P artia lly  fund u p g rad e  o f  A ss is ta n t P u b lic  D e fe n d e r p o sitio n  from  p a rt-tim e  to  fu ll-tim e ($15 ,481).

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2  

5105,651

C on tin u ed  (and  in c rea sed / p a riia l fu n d in g  o f  a ss is tan t p u b lic  d e fen d e r p osition  ($ 3 5 ,2 1 7 /S 35 ,217 /$35 ,2  l7 )
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• $ 3 5 ,2 í7 /y r .
G o u n sc l a t  F í is í  

A p p e a ra n c e  R F P
A ïiég an ÿ  C o u n iy  d id  no t su b m it a  p ro p o s a i

D is t r ib u t io n # !

$ 9 5 ,6 5 2

(1 ) C réa te  n ew  su p p o r t s ta f f  position  in P ub lic  DC fen d e r o  fftce ($ 4 2 ,0 5  i \v / fringe): (2 )  p ro v id e  fund in g  fo r  b a s te  an d  ad v an ced  trial sk ills  tra in in g  
($ 2 1 ,0 0 0 ); (3 ) p u rch ase  eq u ip m en t to  ex p an d  c lie n t access  to a tto rn ey  se rv ices , in c lu d in g  u p g rad e  o f  v id eo  co n fe ren c in g  ($ 2 2 ,6 0 1 ); (4) increase  
n u m b er o f  W est Jaw licen ses  fo r legal research  an d  (5 )  expand  lib ra ry  o t  in te rn e t an d  h a rd  c o p y  p u b lic a tio n s  (item s # 4  an d  #5  to ta l S i 0 ,0 0 0 ). .

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$ 6 5 2 ,7 6 7  ■ 
S 2 l7 15 8 9 /y r .

(1 ) A dd  A ssistan t P u b lic  D efen d er ($ 6 5 ,2S 9 /S 6 5 ,2 8 9 ^ 6  5 ,289); (2 ) co n tin u ed  fund ing  o f  k ey b o ard  sp ec ia lis t (2 5 .0 0 0 /S 2 5 .0 0 0 /S 2 5 ,0 0 0 ) ( f r in g e  fo r  
#1 an d  1Í2 $ 5 4 ,1 7 3 , $ 5 4 ,1 7 3 /S 5 4 ,173}: (3 )  am end  c o n tra c t w ith  L egal A id  S o c ie ty  o f  M id -N ew  Y o rk  to  ad d  ex p erien ced  F am ily  C ourt a tto rney  
p o sition  ($ 7 1 .5 0 0 /$ ?  1,50Q /$71,500) — th is  figure  in c lu d es tra in ing ; an d  (4 )  p ro v id e  funds fo r C L E  tra in in g  and re la ted  travel fo r P u b lic  D e fen d e r’s ; 
s ta f f  ($ 1 ,6 2 6 /$  1,6 2 6 /$ :1,627), “

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$ 6 5 9 ,1 4 0

A d d  tw o  A ssis tan t P u b lic  D efenders to  hand le  a rra ig n m en ts  tn th ree  c o u rts  (B in g h am to n  C  ity  C o u rt, 1 o w n  o f  U n io n  C o u rt an d  V illag e  o f  Joh n so n  
C ity  C o iirt)  ($2  i3 ,4 5 8 /S 2 2 2 ,8 4  i/$222 ,841  in c lu d es fr in g e  and 2 .5 %  an n u al increase). C o v erag e : th re e  co u rts (B in g h am to n  C ity  C ourt, T ow n o f  
U n ion  C o u rt an d  V illag e  o f  Johnson  C ity  C o u rt) . “M ote: ind iv id u al b u d g e t lines su b je c t1 to  ch an g e  d u rin g  c o n trac t p ro cess .

( c o n t r a c t  n o t 
fin a lized )

C M tâ  ra:iigHS;C«ttiily

'D is t r ib u t io n #1 

$ 3 6 ,4 9 0

( ! )  P ro v id e  C L E  tra in in g  o p p o rtu n itie s  for m em b ers  o f  A ssig n ed  C ounse l parrel, L egal A id  S o cie ty  and P u b lic  D efen d er o ffice  ($ 2 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) 
u p g rad e  o ffice  e q u ip m en t, in c lu d in g  fu rn itu re  and co m p u te r serv ices ($ 3 1 ,4 9 0 ); an d  (3 ) fund  s tu d y  to  assess  feas ib ility  o f  co n trac tin g  w ith  Legal 
A id S ocie ty  to  h an d le  co n flic t cases In c rim in a l co u rt ($ 2 ,0 0 0 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$ 242 ,199
$ 8 0 ,7 3 3 /y r .

(1 ) P ro v id e  fu n d in g  For R egional A p p e lla te  P ro g ram  (h o u sed  in E rie  C o u n ty  L egal A id  S o cie ty ) to  h a n d le  c rim in a l ap p ea ls  (se rv es G en esee , 
W yom in g , an d  C a tta rau g u s; 2 4  c lien ts /y r. a r is in g  o u t o f  C atta rau g u s C ounty ' .C ourt) ( “ reg io n al ap p e a ls  b u r e a i r ) (  $22 ,5  0 0 /$ 2 2 ,5 0 0 /$ 22 ,500); (2) 
p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  a u to  nl n tion /case  m an ag em en t im p rovem en ts w l th in  ass ig n ed  cou nsel A d tn  in is tra to r’s o ffice  an d  tech  no logy  u p g rad es for 
S outhern  T ie r  L eg a l S erv ices ($  10 ,4 3 2 /$ 3 ,1 6 0 /S 3 ,160); (3 ) p rov ide fun d in g  fo r C L E  tra in in g  (in c lu d es  tra v e () fo r P u b lic  D e fe n d e r’s  o ffice  
($  10 ,000/$ 10,00 G/Si 0 ,0 0 0 ); and (4 ) p ro v id e fu n d in g  fo r pay; p arity  fo r  A ssis tan t P u b lic  D efen d ers  an d  A d m in is tra to r o f  A ssig n ed  C ounsel 

. p ro g ra m  ($ 3 7 ,$ 0 ;I /$ 4 5 , Q 73/$45,0 7 3 ) . '■
C o u n se l a t  F i r s t  

A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$595 ,573  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t 

'f in a liz ed )

( I )  A dd  fuilA iine A P D  ($ 7 3 ,6 2 5 /$ 7 9 s 1 8 6 /S 8 1.027 w ith f r in g e  and 3 % an n u a l increase); (2) ad d  in v e s tig a to r($ 6 6 ,6 6 7 /$ 7 4 ,5 3 I/$ 7 6 .S 0 8  w ith  fringe 
and 3 %  annual in c rease ); (3 ) add part-tiEne k ey b o ard  sp ec ia lis t ($ 2 3 ,0 8 4 /$ 2 5 .9 0 2 /S 2 6 ,401 w ith fringe an d  3%  annual inc rease ); (4 ) p rov ide  
fund ing  fo r law  b o o k s an d  W estlaw  (S 400 /S 400 /S 400); (5 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r tech n o lo g y  and o ffice  upgrades, in c lu d in g  com p u tcr/Iap to p , o ffice  
eq u ip n ien t/IP h o n e  an d  iP a d  ($7 ,3  0G/$G/$0); ((O p fo v id e  fund ing  fo r  tra in in g  and su p p liés  (S 1 0 ,5 7 7 /$ 9 .8 5 0 /$ 9 ,3 8 0 ); and (7 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  to  (a) 
access  O C A  c rim in a l history ' re p o rts  an d  (b ) p u ré iià se  C lea r in v es tig a tio n  S ubscrip tio n  ($  10 ,000/10-,000/S 10 ,000). C o v erag e : d e a n  C ity  C o u rt. 
S à lam an ea  C ity  C o u rt a n d  C atta rau g u s C o u n ty  C ourt am i 18 Ju s tice  co u rts  w h ere  g rea tes t n u m b er o f  indiv idrials ja ile d  w ith o u t rep résen ta tion  
(9 0 %  o f  to ta l a rra ig n m en ts) . N o te : in d iv id u a l b u dget lines su b jec t to  c h an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p ro cess. -
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D is ti 'iln itio ii #1 

$ 19j2(}3

{i^  B royide C L É  tra in in g  o p p o rtu n itie s  to  m em b ers  o f  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l p a n e l (e ,g ,, D W I, im m ig ra tio n , trial ta c tic s , a p p e lla te  p rac tice , L e a n d ra ’s 
La>ys evidfencCj c o m p u te r tech n o lo g y  a n d  sen ten c in g  issues) ($ 5 ,5 5 0 ); (2 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r in v es tig a tiv e , in le jp re tin g  an d  ex p e rt se rv ices in 
c rim in a l cases ($ 7 ,5 0 0 ); f3 ) upgiJa d e  c o m p u te r  capab iH ties, in c lu d in g  p u rch as in g  p rin te r  ($ 3 ,0 0 0 ); a n d  (4 ) pjTOdde fu n d tn g  fo r a d d itio n a l a tto rn e y  
rep resen ta tio n  in  s p e e ia ity c o im s  (e .g ., do m estic  v io len ce , d ru g  co  u rt; fam i ly  trea tm en t co u rt an d  m en ta l h e a lth  co u rt) ($ 3 ,2 0 3 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 131,049
$43,6 S3/yiY

( 1 ) P ro v id e  a tto rney  rep resen ta tio n  in A u b u rn  B ehav io ra l l l e a h h C o m t  an d  A u b u rn  D ru g  and A lco h o l T rea tm en t C o u rt (m ee ts  o n e  d ay /w k .; o n  
av erag e , 40  p a r tic ip a it t$ ) :($ 2 3 ,$ $ p /$ 2 3 ^ 8 0 ^ 3 ,$ 8 O ) ; (2 )  lu n d iitg  f b r  in v es tig a tiv e  services* ex p e rt w itn esses, in te rp re te rs , p sy ch ia tris ts , 
p sy ch o lo g ists , and  co sts  o f  tran sc rip ts  ($ 7 ,4 0 3 /$ 7 ,503 /$ 7 ,5 03 ) ; (3 )  p ro v id e  CUE tra in  ing  o p p  o itu n  i tie s  ($ 1 ,2 0 0 /$ ) , 1 0 0 /$ ! , 100); an d  (4 ) p ro v id e  
fu n d in g  for ex trao rd in a ry  co s ts  fo r co m p lex  cases  e .g ., expert se rv ice s  in  m u rd e r  ease , ($ 1 1 ,2 0 0 /$  l 1,200/$ 11,200)

C o u n se l u t  F i r s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$ 1 7 9 ,4 0 0  
{ c o n tra c t n o t  

f in a liz e d )

P ro v id e  c o u n se l a t a r ra ig n m e n tin  A ub u rn  C ity  C ourt from  8am - i 0am  tVi-F; A ssigned  C o o n se l P lan  w o u ld  ro tate; on e  a tto m e y  fro in  poo  1 o f f o u r  * 
a tto rn ey s ($75 /h r. fo r 2  hrs ./day; 5 d ays w eek ; i f  a rra ig n m en t p e rio d  ex ceed s tw o h o u rs ,,a tto rn ey s  w ag es cap p ed  at $ 2 0 0  fo r  a rra ig n m en t p erio d ) 
($52 ,OO0/$52,OO 0/S52,G 00 ) p i us ad m in is tra tiv e  co sts  ($ 7 ,8  Q0/S7, S 0 0 /$ 7 ,800). A C P  will- ro ta le o t ie a t to ra e y  from  a pool o f  a p p rox i t n  a te  ly f o u r  
a ttp n iey s  to  p ro v id e  rapresen tation^at a rra ig n m en t. C o v e ra g e ; a ll a rra ig n m en ts  in A ub u rn  C ity  C o u rt. N o te : In d iv id u a l b udget lines su b jec t to 
ch an g e  d u rin g  c o n tra c t p rocess.

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$39 ,552

(1) A dd  part-tim e, tem p o ra ry  a tto rn ey  p o sition  to  re d u c e  case lo ad s in P ttb ltc  D e fen d e r o ffice  ($ 1 6 ,2 8 4 ); (2 )  p ro v id e  C L E  an d  o th e r tra in in g  
opp o rtu n ities  to  P u b lic  D e fen d e r a tto rn e y s  and m em b ers  o f  A ssig n ed  C ounsel p an el ($ 4 ,1 2 1 ); (3 )  p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r in v estiga t i ve se rv ice s  and  
trial ex p erts  in felony  c a se s (S 1 0 ,0 0 0 ); ancl i d j  iipgracle tec lino logy  in P u b lie  D efen d er’s G fftee j inchiciitig lip g rad in g  fax  m ach in e  a n d  p u rch as in g  
d ig ital cam e ra  ($ 9 ,1 4 7 ) , ■

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 2 6 9 ,9 1 9
$ 8 9 ,9 7 3 /y r .

(1) C o n tin u e  p rov id i ng  co u n se l a t a rra ig n m en t o iv a  p e r diem  basis  (ro ta te  th ree  a tto rn ey s) for p ilo t pro ject at Jam esto w n  p i ty  C oiirt (5  days a 
w eek) ($ 2 4 ,5 0 0 /$ 2 9 ,4 0 0 /$ 2 9 ,4 0 0 ); (2 ) co n tin u e  fu n d in g  an  e lig ib ility  ex am in er, to  in te rv ie w In d iv id u a ls  p r io r  to  a rra ig n m en t (p e r  ap p earan ce  
ticket o r in cu sto d y ) ($ 4 6 ,2 1 4 /$ 4 6 ,6 7 6 /S 4 7 ,143); and (3) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r costs a sso c ia ted  w ith  p ilo t p ro g ra m , in c lu d in g  re n tin g  o ffice  space  

.:(S2,40G /$2,4 0 0 /2 3 ,4 0 0 ), a tto rn ey  tra in h ig  (SO/S1 ,000 /$ 1,000), o ff ice  fu m itu re ($ !  ,0 0 0 /$ 0 /$ 0 ); e d m p u te r te ch n o lo g y  u p g rad es 
^ i 4 , 8 0 0 ^ 9 )0D0/$9>0(30)1 an d  o ff ic e su p p lie s  < $ i,0 5 9 /$ L 4 9 7 /$ l,G 3 O >

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

G hau iau tjua  C o u n ty  d id  trai sd b m it a  p ro p o s a l

■ y6|.ëp  lirtg-CôtïËtÿ;:

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$ 3 8 ,8 7 5

C h em u n g  C o u n ty  has n o t su b n iH ie d a  budget an d  w o rk  p la n ,

D is t r ib u t io n  #2

$265 ,296  
$ 8 8 ,4 3 2 /y r . .

C h em u n g  C o u n ty  has n o t su b m itted  a  p ro p o sa l.
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C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

C1ÛÎ 1-0«

W o uld  c rea te  an  “ A rra igm r 
is “o n -ca l!” 24 houm /day , 2 
includes 6 1 %  fringe p lus 4 C

len t B u reau ”  w ith in  
65 d a ÿ s /y e a r (presei 
/o annual increase); i

the Public  A d \ 
it in court w ith 
u id  (2 ) a c leric

'o c a te ’s O ffice , sta ffed  w ith  (1 )  a  fill 
in 3 0 m in u te s  o f  rece iv in g  no tice  o f  
al person  (m ain ta in  reco rd s, set up  f
t n  770/Sn 1 CM K/C 77 ,99  U miUnHrwc A  f

l-lim e a tto rn ey  ("A rra ig n m en t A tto rn ey ”) w h o  
a rra ign  m en t) (S 8 3 ,7 2 0 /S 8 7 .0 6 8 /$ 9 0 .5 5 1 
les and  p ro v id e  p ap erw o rk  to  a tto rn ey ; the

• 337viJT7v
( c o n t ra c t  n o t 

f in a liz e d )
(3 ) “ o th e r co s ts”  (co m p u ter 
lines su b jec t to  ch an g e  d im

s/w o rk  sla tio n s/ce ll 
ng  co n trac t p ro cess .

ih o n c /o ffîcc  si
 ̂J ¿rv/ tiid X  ̂A | i j jM -iu U  HiyJ UAi e- j  v t

rp p lie s  ($  12, 100/S  1 ,500/51 ,500). Ccsverage: en tire  co u n ty . N o te : Ind iv idual b u d g e t

^Go ta t y

D is t r ib u t io n # !  

S i 3 ,0 6 4

( ! )  C rea te  p art-tim e s tu d en t-a id  p o sitio n  in P u b lic  D efen d er’s O ffic e  ($ 7 .8 13 w /fringc); (2 ) u p g rad e  co m p u te r sy s tem  ($ 1 .2 6 3 ); (3 ) p rov ide  
F in d in g  fo r o ffice  su p p lies  ($ 2 ,5 7 0 ); an d  (4 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r ex p ert se rv ices in F am ily  C o u rt (5  ! ,418).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 8 9 ,1 5 4
S 2 9 ,7 i8 /y r .

(1 ) C o n tin u e  an d  en h an ce  fu n d in g  o f  p art-tim e stu d en t-a id  (c le rk ) p o sition  (b as ic  illin g , d a ta  en try , co p y in g , m essag e  tak in g ) 
ÿ l4 ,S aÔ /S I4 ,8 0 D /$ H ,8 (K )^w ffr in g e ); (2 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  lo r t r a in in g  (a ttend  N Y S D A ’s B a s ic  T ria l S k ilis /C L E ) <S2,20S/S2.000/S2,aOD); (3 ) 
te ch n o lo g y  u p g rad es (C M S  so ftw are , W i-F t, p rin te r) ($  1 ,6 10/S t ,8 1 8 /S 1.818); (4 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  for ex p ert a n d  in v estig a tiv e  serv ices 
(5 7 ,0 0 0 /5 7 .0 0 0 /5 7 .0 0 0 ); and (6) p rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r o ffice ex p en ses  (p rin tin g  b ro ch u res, co m m u n ica tio n s , c a le n d a rin g  u p g rad es) 
($4JO 0/$4ff00 /$4 ,F O O ), '

C o u n se l a t  F irs t 
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

C h en an g o  C o u n ty  d id  not su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.

■■Giiiïfoi*. :'Cp.iin|y::
D is tr ib iitro n  #1 

$ 3 3 ,4 6 0

(1 ) P artia lly  fund  co m m u n ity  serv ice  (5 6 .0 4 6  w /frin g e) and p re - tr ia l fe le a sé  m o n ito rin g  (5 7 ,2 9 9  w /fringe): (2 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  su b jec t m a tte r 
ex p e rts  in c rim in a l m atters ($ 1 2 ,5 0 0 ); (3 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  to  u p g rad e  co m p u te rs  ($ 6 ,8 0 0 ); and (4 )  p u rch ase  o ffice  su p p lies  ($815).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 2 2 8 ,3 4 5  
5 7 6 ,1 1 5 /y i\

(1 ) C o n tin u e  p a rtia lly  funding  C o m m u n ity  S erv ice  P ro g ram  M o n ito rin g  p o sitio n  (1 0 % ) ($ 6 ,7 6 0 /$ 7 ,0 0 0 /5 7 ,2 5 0  w /frin g e ) and P re-trial R elease  
P rogram  M o n ito r p o si lion (15% ) ($ 6 ,6 3 0 /$ 6 ,800 /5 7 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) fund p art-tim  e ass ig n ed  co u n se l A d m in is tra to r p o sition  ($ 2 8 ,0 0 0 /5 2 8 ,0 0 0 /5 2 8 ,0 0 0 ); 
(3 ) p rov ide fu n d in g  to  reduce co u n ty  aud it costs re la ted  to  red u c in g  d u p lica tio n  an d  w aste  o f  reso u rces (519,721 /S 19 ,000 /S  19,000): (4) p rov ide  
fund ing  to  u p g rad e  tech n o lo g y  fo r au d itin g , track in g  and p ro cess in g  o f  18-B v ouchers and  p ay m en ts  (5 4 ,000/S 4 ,000 /54 ,000}; (5 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  
for on line  leg a l re sea rch  for A ssigned  C o unse l p ro g ram  and u p d ate  law  books in G o v e rn m e n t C en te r (av a ilab le  to  18-B p rac titio n ers)
($ 1 ,8 0 0 /$  1 ,800 /$1 ,800); (6 ) p ro v id e  funding  for supp lies re la ted  to  im proved  sto rage o f  reco rd s  asso c ia ted  w ith 18-B  p ro g ram
($ 1 ,2 0 4 /51 ,515 /51 ,365); (7 ) p ro v id e  funding  for p art-tim e sup p o rt s ta f f  ($ 8 .0 0 0 /5 8 .0 0 0 /5 8 .0 0 0 ); (8 ) p rov ide fund ing  fo r  ex p ert se rv iees/tra in in g
(5 0 /5 0 /5 2 ,5 0 0 ). . . ~ .

C o u n se l a t  F irs t 
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

C lin ton  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a p ro p o sa l

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 (1 ) P rov ide  fu n d in g  to r  C ase M an ag e r p o sitio n  (5 9 ,0 0 0 ); (2) p ro v id e  fund ing  for expert and in v estiga tive  se rv ices ($ 9 ,0 0 0 ); an d  (3) p rov ide
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$ 2 2 , 2 3 6

f e n d i n g  f o r  C L P .  l e g a i  r e f e r e i i c e  i ì ia ie r ia is ^  o f f i c e  l e e l i n o l o g y  a n ¿ u p g r a d e s  {% 4 .2 3 6 ) .

D ì S t r i b i U i o n  # 2 ( ì )  C r e a t e  a  C a s e  M a n a g e r  p o s i t i o n  i o  c o o r d in a t e  s e r v ic e s  i n  F a n n i l y  a n d  I D V .c0 a r i ' - ( f ò O t5 8 l / $ 3 .Oi5 8 1 / $ 3 O ,5 f t l : y a ì i d ^ p f o v id e  i u n d i n g d o r  ;; i

$ 1 5 1 ,7 4 3  

$ 5 0 ,5 8  t / y r .

i n v e s t i g a t i v e  a n d / o r  e x p e H  m e n t a l  : h e a l t h  s e r v ic e s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  a n a l y s i s  a n d  d e l 'e a s e  o f  f e l o n y  c a s e s  ( $ 2 0 ,0 0  O /$ 2 0 , 0 0 0 / $ 2 0 ,C 0 0 ) .

C o u n s e l  a t  F i r s t  
A p p e a r a n c e  R F P

C o l u m b i a  C o u n l y  d id  n o t s u b m i t  a  p r o p o s a l .

C o r tla n d  C o u n ty
D i s t r i b u t i o n  # 1

$ 2 2 ;0 5 6

( I )  P i o v i d e G E E  a n d  o t h e r  t r a i n i n g  t o  a t t o r n e y s  i n  P u b l ic  D e i e n d e r o t i R c e  ^ C S O O ) ;  ( 2 1 p a j r t i a ì i y  l a n d  e n h a n c e d  c a s e  n i a n a g e n ie n t  s y s t e m
( S 1 5 .2 5  G ) : (  3  ̂ u p g r a d e  c o m p u t e r  s y s t e m  s o  t h a t  i t  is  c o m p a t ib l e  w i t h  c a s e  m a n a g e m e n t  s y s t e m  ( $ 3 ,6 0 0 ) ;  a n d ( 4 )  u p d a t e  t h e  l a  w  1 i b r a r y  i n  P u b l i c
D e f e n d e r  o t T ic e  ( $ 1 ,4 0 6 ) .

D i s t r i b u t i o n  # 2

$ 1 5 0 ,5 2 2

$ 5 0 , 1 7 4 / y i \

( 1 )  U p g r a d e  p a r t - t i m e  A s s is t a n t ;  P u b l ic :  D e f e n d e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  f e n - t i m e  ( $ 3 0 ,Q O O /S 3 Q30 Q O /$ 3 © ,O Q G ); ( 2 )  p r o v i d e  f e E d in g  f e r  e x p e r t  s e r v ic e s  
' ( 3 )  p r o v i d e  f e n d i n g  ^  P u b l i c  . D e f e n d e r 1-is o f f i c e  ($ .8 ;6 :7 4 / $ 8 , 6 7 4 / $ 8 ,6 7 4 ) ;  a n d ;  ( 4 )  u p g r a d e  le g a l  

r e  f e r e n  c  e  m  a te i*  Ì a  I s / s u b  s c r ip t  io n s  ( $ 3 ,0 0 0 / $ 3 , 0 0 Q /$ 3 , 0 G0 ) .

C o i m s e l  a t  F i r s t  
A p p e a r a n c e  R F P

C o i t i a n d C o u n t y  d id  n o t  s u b m i t  a  p r o p o s a l .

..Delaware C m in ty  ■
D is t r ib u t io n # !

$ 1 5 3 6 7

(1) P ro v id e .fu n d in g  for series o f  C L E  tra in in g  p m g ra im  to m e m b e rs 'o f  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l pan e l (i 
and su m m er, 2 0 1 2 )  ($9 ,000); an d  (2 ) p ro v id e  funding..for in v es tig a tiv e  an d  e x p e jl w itn e s se s  in fek

e .t th ree  .program s:- failvEÓ 
>ny cases ($ 6 ,3 6 7 )

1 3 ; springy 2l312;

D is t r ib u t io n  #2 (1) P ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  series  o f  fo u r G E E  tra in in g  p ro g ram s to  m em b ers  o f  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l pm icI ( s p e a k e r s  fee  $ 1 0 ,000 /5 io ,o o o /$ io ?c 00:

$ 104 ,871
$ 3 4 ,9 5 7 /y r .

in v estig a tiv e  an d  ex p e rt -serv ices fo r  fe lo n y  (S 3 ,0 0 0 /$ 3 +0 0 0 /$ 3 ,0 0 0 ) and fa rm ly e  o u s t cases  ($ 3 ,0 0 ( 
and (3 ) h ire  a re so u rce  co o rd in a to r and case  m an ag e r to  su p e rv ise  tra in in g  an d  re c ru itm e n t o f  1S-E

)/$3 ,000 /$3 .000) (to tal: Sfe{ 
1: a tto rn ey s { $ 1 4 ,957 /$ ! 4 ,95

)OO/$6,0OO/$< 
7/S 14.957).

>,000);

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

D elaw are  C o u n ty  d id  no t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l. .

l ì  e!éte$& :Gto«iìljr
D is tr ib u tio n  #1 (1 ) A d d  en try  level A ssistan t P u b lic  D efen d er p o sitio n  to  ad d ress  ris in g  case lo ad s  ($95,091 w /frin g e); (2 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r legal and

$ 4 2 0 ,4 1 0
lovwbiigdiiryu repeal t n  iodici ifliis, Ovtii prilli in s tila  alio pu iin v  o u o > tn p t|p iis  p rpv iuv  i until Jig 101 ex p e rt \ \ ju ie sse s , iti c n  h ii \im  C3sci> 
($ 8 ,ODO); an d  (4 ) u pgrade  o ffice  e q u ip m e n t(e .g ,, pu rch ase  t i l in g  cab ine ts, can te ra , an d  lap to p  co inpu ter) ($ 9 ,8 1 9 ).

D is t r ib u t io n  #2 (1) C rea te  n ew  F am ily  C o u rt U jiit ill P u b lic  D e fen d e r’s o ffice  w ith  th ree  n ew  positions: (a) S en io r A ssis t an t -Public D e fe n d e r ($ 6 0 ,0 0 0
••/&■? A/Ì A 1 1 ft? 1 i \A  A 1 1 «1 f i r m i  biFMin nÀ/VeOK Q K i. /CÓX QKH T 1

$821 ,721
/v!> i 1 i w /if iiig c ^  ^D;j A ssis tan t ru o j ie  i jc ie n u e i  ^  3ft tu u u /5>oO, oo^ / &00 3 o o j w /1r,ingcy? anti tty  i^ogai oecrtJia iy
($ 3 2 ,5 0 0 /$ 5 S ,3 9 7 /$ 5 8 ,397  w /fr in g e ); (2 )  p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r  so ftw a re  d ev e lo p m en t to  a u to m a te v o u c h e r  sy s tem  For assigned  counsel in  F a m ily
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S 2 7 3 ,9 0 7 /y r. C o u rt ($  17,035/S0/S0); (3 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  s tén o  &  e x p e rt w itness fees in K am ily C o u rt ($ 6 ,0 00 /S 6 ,0 0 0/SS6 ,0 0 0 ); (4 )  p ro v id e  fun d in g  fo r  
language  in te rp re ta tion  se rv ices (SSOÛ/$800/S8 00); (5 )  p ro v id e  ftm dîng for legal fe se a ré h  su b sc rip tio n s  ($ 2 4 ,7 6 3 /S 4 ,5 0 0 /$ 4 ,5 0 0 ); (6 ) p ro v id e  
funding  fo r C L E :tra in in g  fo r Fam ily  C o u rt U n it ($ 2 ,936 /$4 ,500 /$4 ,50G ): (7 ) pu rch ase  ca se  m an ag em en t so f tw a re  fo r E arntly  C o u rt U n it 
($ Q /$ 8 ,4 3 6 /$ 8 ,4 3 6 );(8 ) ad d  a  S en io r A ss is ta n t P u b lic  D e fen d e r p o sitio n  ($70 ,973/$O /$0); (9 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  in te rd ep artm en ta l ex p en ses 
(S900/SO/SO): and (ID ) p ro v id e  funding  fo r o ffice  su p p lie s  an d  ex p en ses ($4 ,0 0 0 /$ 0 /S 0 ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

S 6 15,102 
( c o n t r a c t  n o t 

fin a lized )

W o u ld  p ro v id e  counsel at a fte r-h o u rs  first ap p ea ran ces  (2 4  lioursU  d ay s  a  w eek ) in  th e  tw o  c ity  co u rts an d  the  h ig h er v o lu m e  ju s t ic e  co u rts (T ow n 
C o u rts  o f  H y d e  P ark . P leasan t V a tIe y ,L a G ra n g e , P o u g h k eep sie , E ast F ish k ili, F ishk ill. W ap p ingers F a lls  an d  V illag e  C o u rts  o f  F ishki 11 and 
W ap p in g e rs  Fa 11 s) b y  ( 1 ) a d d in g  tw o  A ssis tan t P u b lic  D efen d ers  ($  186,610/$  192 ,960 /$  196.622 w /frin g e  a n d  5 %  annual increase); (2 ) ren tin g  
veh ic le  for use m p ro v id in g  c o u n se l a t aiT àigntnent; inc lud iirg  rep a irs  and g a s($ 9 ,5 2 0 /$ 9 ,5 2 0 /$ 9 ,5 2 0 ) ; (3 )  p ro v id  in g fu n d  ing  For tra in in g  
($75O /$75Q /$750); and (4) u p g rad in g  tech n o lo g y  ($4,0OG/$2,QOO/$2,OOG). C o v erag e: a rra ig n m en ts  in tire tw o  c ity  c o u rts  (P o u g h k eep s ie  and  
B eaco n ) arid tiré b u sie s t lo w er co u rts  iii th e  G otm ty. b io te : In d iv id u a l b u d g e t lines su b jec t to  change  d u rin g  co n tra c t p ro cess .

Eri;e;Çoaaly:
D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$213 ,225

( 1 ) P rov ide funding  (A ssig n ed  C o u n se l P rogram ) to  p ro v id e  c o u n se l a t  a rra ig n m e n t in C h eek to w ag a  T o w n  C o u rt ($ 4 0 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) p ro v id e  fun d in g  
(A ssig n ed  C ounsel P ro g ram ) to  p ro v id e  c o -c o u n se ltn  lim ited  n u m b er o f  co m p lex  fe lo n y  cases  (ex p ected  to  go  to  trial) ($ 1 2 ,0 0 0 ); (3) ad d  s ta f f  
a tto rn ey  position  a t L egal A id B ureau  to  in d u ce  ca se lo ad s  ($ 4 6 ,9 1 7  p lus flange); (4 ) p ro v id e  fund lu g  fo r in v es tig a tiv e  se rv ices iii. fe lony  cases 
($ 2 2 ,0 0 0 ); (5 ) p rov ideT rind ing  fo r  soc ia l w oi'ker a n d  ex p e rt se rv ices in c r im in a i an d  Fam ily  C o u rt eases: ($ 2 3 ,1 0 9  p lus fidnge)(S4,0 0 0  co n trac tu a l); 
(6 ) p ro v id e  b in d in g  fo r h an d s-o n  tra in in g  o f  a tto rn ey s  w ith  lim ited  trial ex p erien ce  ($ 6 ,0 0 0 ); (7 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r ex p ert se rv ices ($ 2 2 ,5 0 0 ); 
and (8 ) p rov ide fìind ing  fo r  o ff ic e  su p p lies  and a d m in is tra tio n , an d  iegal m a te ria is  ($ 2 0 .1 4 6 ) (h in g e  b en e fits  fo r  item s */3and # 5  to ta l $ 1 6 ,5 5 2 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$1 ,455 ,129
$ 4 8 5 ,0 4 3 /y r.

W ould  p ro v id e  o n e -h a lf  o f  to ta l fund ing  each  fo r A ssig n ed  C ounsel P rogram  and L eg al A id  B ureau  o f  B u ffa lo . For A ssigned  C ounsel P rogram  
w o u ld (1 ) p ro v id e  funding'-for ex p erien ced , h ig h ly  sk illed  d e fen se  an d  fam ily  co u rt a tto rn ey s  in se lec ted  fe lo n y  an d  fam ily  court m atters 
($ 8 ,0 0 0 /$  10 .000 /S  i 0 ,0 0 0 ); (2 )  co n tim ia i ion o ff iin d tn g  from  D istribu tion  4.1. fo r p ro g ram  o f  counsel a t a rra ig n m e n t in C h eek to w ag a  T ow n and to  
ex ten d  program  to  c itie s  o f  L ack aw an n a  an d  T o n aw an d a  for a  period  o f  7 m o n th s) (fu n d in g  from  c o u n se l a t  a rra ig n m en t com petitive- g ra n t 
"an tic ip a ted  for the  ' ‘rem a in in g  5 m onths,, ($93 ,60O/$93.6OO/$93,6OO); (3 )  co n tin u a tio n  o f  fu n d îng  (an d  ex p an sio n ) to  p ro v id e  co -co u n se l in 
lim ited  n u m b e r o f  co m p lex  fe lo n y  cases (S I 7 ,6 0 0 /S 2 0 .0 0 0 /$ 2 2 .0 0 P j: (4 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  in v estig a tiv e  se rv ice s  in c rim in a l a n d  F am ily  court 
m atte rs  ($2G ,G Q 0/$26,825/$26,826); (5 ) p ro v id e  en itanced  fu n d in g  fo r  u se  o f  so c ia l w o rk e rs  (n o t a s ex p erts, but to  assist a tto rn ey s in lin k in g  
c lien ts  to  se rv ices) (S3,O O 0/S4.500/$4.500); (6 )  p ro v id e  fund ing  for re ten tio n  o f  ex p e rts  to  a ssess cases an d  iti p rep ara tio n  fo r arid te s tim o n y  a t 
tr ia ls  (SI 0 .000/S  17,000/S  17,000); (7 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  en h an ced  tra in in g  (h an d s-o n , sm all g roups tra in in g  o f  a tto rn ey s w ith  lim ited  tria l 
ex p erien ce  ($ 7 ,OOO/S8,OO0/$7,500); (8) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r tran sc rip ts  o f  hearings, tria ls  and o th e r p ro ceed in g s  (in c reases in litigation , co sts o f  
tran sc rip ts , re tria ls  fo llo w in g  m istria ls , hun g  ju ries arid ap p e lla te  rev ersa ls  ($ 8 ,0 0 0 /5 8 ,0 0 0 /5 8 ,0 0 0 ); (9) p ro v id e  funding  fo r ad m in is tra tiv e  
ass is tan ce  sm tf  (a ss is t in ex tra  w o rk lo ad  fto m  co u n se l a t a rra ig n m en t p ro jec t) (S 24 ,944 /S 24 ,944 /S 24 ,944); (1 0 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r fu rn itu re  and  
eq u ip m en t ($ 2 ,5QG/$0/$0); (11 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  for u p g rad e  o f  techno logy , in c lu d in g  co m p u te r hardw are  an d  so ftw are , co p ie r/scan n er 
($26 .254 /55 ,101  /S 3 .600); an d  ( 12) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r an  ad m in is tra tiv e  a llo ca tio n  (su p erv is io n , m a n a g e m e n t and  general o ffice  o v erh ead  
($ 11,623/$ 14,551 /$  14,551 ). F o r Legal A id B ureau , w o u ld  (1 3 ) p rov ide  fu n d in g  for the co n tin u atio n  o f  B u ffa lo  C ity  C o u rt A tto rney  p o sitio n  
($ 5 5 ,7 3 8/S60 ,5 0 0 /5 6 4 ,6 4 7 ) and fu ll-tim e  S en io r para lega l trea tm en t court p o sition  (D rug , M ental H ealth , a n d  V e te ran ’s C o u rt)  position  
($25,25O /$4L ,085/S43 ,786); (14) ad d  n ew  fu ll-tim e  s ta f f  a tto rn ey  p o sition  in the  A p p eals  U nit (w ill reduce  by  tw o  m on ths the tim e it tak es  to  
com ple te  ap p ea ls) } $ 7 0 ,4 8 7 /$ 7 1 ,479/556,921 ); a n d  ( 15} ad d  p a rt-tim e  recep tio n is t in  the  C ity  C ourt o ff!ce  (cu rren tly  no  recep tio n isl)
(SI 5 ,533/S  16,525/S  17,501} (to ta l fr in g e  b en efits  fo r U134/15: ($31 ,542 /533 ,531  /$ 3 3 ,505); ( 16 ) p rov ide  fun d in g  for tech n o lo g y  u p g rad e , inc l tiding |
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c o m p u te r  h a rd w are  an d  so f tw a re  (S 37,39O /$0/S0); ( 37) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  fu rn itu re  
m isce llan eo u s o ffice su p p lie s , e q u ip m e n t,i'e iitä l sp ace , b o o b s an d  in su ran ce  ($4 ,680 /, 
a llo ca tio n  (su p erv is io n , m a n a g e m e n t an d  g en era l o ffice  o v erh ead ) ($19 ,402/$0 /$O ).

and  eq u ip m en t ($ 2 ,5 0 d /$ 0 /i 
>0/$1,760); an d  {19) p ro  vid

>5*000); i( 18) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  
e  fu n d in g  fo r an ad in  im si rad v e

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t For ' ‘sch ed u led  a tto rn ey s ,"  (1 ) in firs t y e a r  o f  g ran t, p ro v id e  second  a tto rn ey  (“ feack-u p” ) at C h eek id w ag a  (1 hr. c ay/5 d ay s  W eek a t  $ 6 0 d irt)  and
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P exp an d  counsel at a rra ig n m e n t to  T o w n  o f  A m h e rs t  (2  h rs , day/5 d ay s  w eek  a t $ 6 0 /h r .) ($ 4 4 sS20/S44,H2O/S44,S2 0) and (2 ) in seco n d  y ear o  f  g ran t,

ex p an d  p ro v id in g  co u n se l at a rra ig n m en t to  nex t th ree  la rgest tow n c o n n s  in co u n ty  ( 1 onaw anda , W est S en eca  a:nd H am burg ; 1 hr. day /5  days
$592,54.1 w eek / a t $60  hour) ($ 0 /$ 4 4 ,8 2 0 /$ 4 4 ,S2Ö). F o r O jw eair a tto rn ey s  (o ff-h o u rs  in large!- co u rts  and fo rd li  a rra ig n m en ts in sm alle r, le ss  b iisy  c o u jts )  ;

{ c o n tra c t n o t (d iv id e  co un ty  into 6  re g io n s ; on e  o f  tw o  a tto rn e y s  “ o n -ea ll1' d ep en d in g  o il ca se lo ad ; each a tto rn ey  o n  ca ll for fui i w eek  ever>' fo u r  .w eeks; 36
fin a liz e d ) a tto rn ey s) (3 y ea r p h ase - in )  (S58,250/$1Ö 1,9Ö 0/$13 1 ,0 7 0 ); (4 )  y ea rly  s tip en d  o f  $3,01 

vo lum e atto rn ey s; (5 ) p ro v id e  fi in d ine  fo r  eq u ip m en t ($ 2 .2 7 6 /$  1 7 07 /$ ! ! 18); and (6)
JQ p lus $50G trav e l co sts am 

p rov ide fi indin « f o r  attornc
:!$ 6 4 0  to  su p p le m e n t h igh
iys fo r  mM èane phone and

tab le ts ) ($ 1 2 ,872 /$22 ,6 .16 /S 28 , 152. C overage: by  en d  o f  th ree  y e a r p h ase -in , “ ev ery  
basis. M ote: In d iv idual b u d g e t lin es su b jec t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p rocess.

m inim al c o u rt in E rie  C ount y”  w ill be  co v ered  on a  2 4 /7

E ssex  C o u n ty
D is t i ib u tio n  #1 

$ I4 ;0 3 0

P artia lly  fu n d ’n ew  fn ll-tim e  A ssis tan t P iib lic  D e fen d e r p o sitio n  iS l4 ,0 3 0  \v /frlnge)

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$95 ,748  
$31 ,9 1 6  .

. C o n tin u e  fund  m g A ssis tau t P ub li e D'e fender p o sition  (S 3 1 ,9 1 6 /S 3 1 ,9 16 /S 3 1,91 6  w /frin g e)

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

E ssex  C o u n ty  d id  hot: s u b r ti ï .a p ro p ü sa l ..

E.r#p;kÎ iif :,Cpïi; p ly

D is tr ib u tio n  61 ( 1) P ro v id e  fund ing  for in v estiga tive  se rv ices fo r P u b lic  D efen d er (S7 .4 7 1 .5 0 ) and  C o n flic t D e fe n d e r ($ 2 ,0 8 4 .5 0 ): (2 ) u p g ra d e  cap ab ilitie s  o f
co m p u te r sy s tem s, in c lu d in g  prin ting  aitd  c o p y in g  (P u b lic  D efender an d  C o n flic t D efejidei7 o ffices) ($ 5 ,8 0 0 ); (3 ) ob ta in  c rim e scen e  re -crea tio n

$ 1 6 ,5 5 6 so ftw are  ($ 5 0 0 ) ; an d  (4 )  insta ll large filin g  c a k iie ts  ($ l,0 O 0 ).
D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$112 ,983
$ 3 7 ,6 6 J/y r.

(1 ) A d d  a  p a rt- tim e  a ss is tan t ;ih ib iicD efei]d ier (15 /h iS . vveek) - 6 h ours c o v e rin g  ario ig n in e iits  in M alo n e  T o w n  Ju s tice  C o u rt an d  o th e r  courts 
. (“ p ilo t iu ta ig n m eh t c o u it’’)  ($1 L 5 4 4 /$ i l ,5 4 4 /$ l  1 ,5 4 4 ) an d  9 h o u rs  h a n d lin g  o v e rflo w  cases  in P ub lic  D e f e n d e r s  o ffice  
($ 17 ,3 16/$ 1 7 ,3 16/$ 17 ,316) ( to ta l; $ 3 5 ,992/$ .37 ,271/$37,27;1 W /frin g e ) ; (2 ) /provide- fund ing  for lap top  c o m p u te r  ($ 1 ,279 /$0 /S 0); and  (3 ) p ro v id e  
t  u n d in g  fo r  p a p e r  fo r  fo rm s ($ 3 9 0 /$ 3 9 0 /S 3 9 0 ).

C o u n se l at-..First F ran k lin  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

D istribu tion  #1 F ulton  C o u n ty  h as  n o t su b m itte d  an ex ecu ted  con tract.
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$16 ,137
D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

S U  0 ,124  
S36,7(l8 /vr.

A d d  a  p art-tim e P u b h c  0 e fe n d e r  (S36,7O 8/S36;7O 8/$3ó,7O 8 \v /fringe).

C om ise! a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

Fulton  C oinU y d id  n o t su b m it a  p roposal.

/(Sæiîçsçc Cotiiity;

D is t r ib u t io n # !

$24 ,486

( ! )  P a rtia lly  fund  u p g rad e  o f  A ssis tan t P ub lic  D e fen d e r p osition  from  p a rt-tim e  to  fu ll-tim e  ($ 2 1 ,3 8 5  w /frm ge); a n d  (2 )  co n trac t w ith G en esee  
C ounty  M ental S erv ices to  p ro v id e  tran sp o rta tio n  for c lien ts  o f  P u b lic  D e fe n d e r and  A ssigned  C o u n se l a tto rn ey s  to  and from  in patien t and 
congregate  ca re  res id en tia l trea tm en t fac ilities  ($3 ,101}. (budget rev is io n ].

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 1 6 7 ,1 0 0
$ 5 5 ,7 0 0 /y r.

P rov ide fund ing  fo r ( I )  co n tinuation  o f  c o n tra c t w itli G en esee  C o u n ty  M en tal S erv ices to  p ro v id e  tran sp o rta tio n  fo r c lien ts  o f  P u b lic  D e fe n d e r an d  
A ssigned  C ounsel a tto rn ey s  to and  from  in p a tien t an d  congregate  c a re  re s id e n tia l trea tm en t facilities (S l,5 0 0 /S  1 ,500/$  1,500): (2 ) con tinuation  o f  
partia lfy  fu n d e d  u p g rad e  o f  A ssis tan t P ub lic  D e fen d e r p o sitio n  fro n t p a rt- tim e  to  fu ll-tim e ($ 0 /$  12 ,90 4 .9 5 /S  12 ,904.95); (3 ) tech n o lo g y  upgrades 
(iP ad s to  access  ca len d arin g , e -m a il, ca se  m an ag e m en t c lien t d a tab a se  and j a i l  d a tab ase  ($ 3 .3 4 0 /$ 0 /$ 0 ); and (4 ) R eg io n a l A p p e lla te  P rogram  
(se rv es G en esee , W y o m in g  an d  C atta rau g u s co u n ties) superv ised  by  A p p ella te  p ro g ram  o f  Legal A id  o f  B uffalo  ($ 4 8 ,0 9 0 /5 3  8 ,526/$3  8 ,526)

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

G en esee  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a p roposal.

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$16 ,907

(1) In c rease  sa la rie s  o f  P u b lic  D efender ($ 3 ,0 0 0 ) an d  A ssis tan t P iib lic  D e fen d e r ($ 2 ,0 0 0 ) (to ta l: $5 . 
Public  D efen d er’s O ffice  (he*, pu rch ase  five d e sk  to p  com puters, five la rg e  screen  m on ito rs, five la 
($11 ,907).

0 0 0 ); and (2 ) u p g rad e  co m p u te r system  in 
se r  p rin ters and  th ree  lap to p  co m p u ters)

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 ( i )  A dd  p a rt-tim e  A ssis tan t PuhHe D efen d er p o sitio n  to  reduce  case lo ad  s (S 3 3 ,1 2 7 /$3 3 ,127 /$  33 ,12  
co n fid en tia l sec re ta ry  to  red u ce  cu rren t o ffice  w o rk lo ad s ($ 5 ,3 3 3 /5 5 ,3 3 3 /5 5 ,3 3 3 ).

7 w /fringc) and (2 ) add p a rt-tim e  clerk  o r

S t 15,380
S 3 8 Á 6 b /y r,

Go u n s e !a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

G reen e  C o u n ty  d id  no t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.

H a m  ittòsf Côfrïitÿ:

D is tr ib u t io n  #1 

$1 ,897

llan tf lto n  C o u n ty  d id  no t su bm it a  p ro p o sa l.

D is lr ib u tio i i #2 C rea te  p art-tim e C o o rd  i n a to r o f  Pub lie D efen se  a tto rn ey  position  to  m an ag e  ass ig n ed  counsel p ro g ram  ($ 4 ,3 16/S4.316 /5 4 ,3 1 6 ).
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$ 1 2 ,9 4 8
$4 w3 1 6 /y r.

C o u n se l a t  F i r s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

H am ilto n  C o u n ty  d id  n o t s u b t r i i ta  p ro p o sa l.

H e r k im e r  C o u n ty
D is tr ib u t io n  #1 

$9,78©

(1 ) P rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r ad d itiona l su p p o rt sta 
sub scrip tio n  m ate ria ls  to  m em b ers  o f  A ssigne 
and filing  sy s tem ) ($1 ,250).

f f  h o u rs  for A ssigned  C ounse l A d m in is tra to r 
d C o unse l Panel ($ 3 ,3 3 0 ): and (3 ) u p g rad e  A

($ 5 ,2 0 0 ); (2): p ro v id e  C L E  tra iitin g  and legal . 
ss ig n ed  C o u n se l A d jo in is tra io r’s o ffice  (e .g ., p r in te r

D is t r ib u t io n  # 2

$66,743
$22,247/yr,-

ile rk t in e r  C o u n ty  lias no t su b m itted  a  p roposaL

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$ 3 3 0 , 0 0 0

Provide fu n d in g  fo r  (1 )  18 'B  ass ig n ed  co n  use 
V illage  co n fts (“ C o u n se ! a t ' F irst A ppearance, 
im p lem en t C o u n se l a t F irst A p p ea ran ce  P lan , 
c red its  a im ually ):(S 10 ,000 /S lO ,000 /S  10,000); 
/c  i o n o /ca  f tn o /o i o n n v  tm/i t v \  v w W- c . n  r

[ p a n e ! to  p ro v id e  co u n se l a t f irs t ap]>earance 
Plan* ■) (SdSjOOO/SCO^OO/SbO^OO); (2) A ssig  
co llec t data  and d ev ise  n ew  form s ($ 3 0 ,0 0 0 /' 
(4 ) p u rch ase  o f  eq u ip m en t (w o rk  s ta tion , o f f

a t reg u la r  court: sess io n s  Of five o r  six  C ity , T ow n and  
n ed  C o u n se l A d m  i n  i s tra to r  a n d  s uppo  i t  s ta f f  to 
£3O,000/$3©,OOO); (3 )  tra in in g ;(C L E ) D w n u m  6 
ice; eq u ip m en t, co m p u te rs , c o p ie r , p rin te im p g rad e , etc,)..

f in a liz e d )
1 *T 1v V v  1 j v y  U /  J v \ J U i i U U  u U U H l U D d t  V

V illag e  C ourts. N o te : In d iv idual b u d g e t lines
y i t t v < v  / . 4 3  f w v j *  v y j . w u t

su b jee t to  change  d u rin g  co n trac t p rocess.

D is t r ib u t io n  #1

$ 2 8 ,4 8 0

(1) P ro v id e  f u n d in g fo r  in v estig a tiv e  an d  e x p e n  se rv ices in c rim in a l cases  ($ 1 8 ,4 8 0  
A ssigned  C o u n se l a tto rn ey s  ($ 1 0 ,0 0 0 ).

); an d  (2 ) p ro v id e  R inding fo r C L E  an d  o th e r tra in ing  fo r

D is t r ib u t io n  § 2 Jefferso n  C o u n ty  has no t sub ip itit;d a  p ro p o sa l.

$ 1 9 4 ,3 5 8
$ 6 4 ,7 S 6 /y r.

C o u n se l a t  F irs t 
A p p e a ra n c e  J iF P

. Je ffe rso n  C o u n ty  d id n o ts u b m it  a  p roposaL

i .on

Distribution #1

$ 8 ,3 4 7

L ew is C o u n ty  h as not su b m itte d  a  signed  con trac t.
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D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$56 ,964  
5 1 8 ,9 8 8 /y  r.

P rov ide  fu n d in g  for (  1 ) ex p e rt a n d /o r in v estiga tive  serv ices for crim inal an d  F am ily  C o u rt m a tte rs  (S 269  /$ 4 ,0 0 0 /5 4 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) increased  n u m b er o f  
hours a n d  p ay  ra te  for sec re ta ria  1 /ad m in  ¡strati ve  s ta f f  (5808  /S 3 ,9 9 4 /5 3 ,9 9 4 ); (3) increased  n u m b er o f  h o u rs  fo r  tw o  A sso c ia te  A tto rn ey  p o sitio n s  
(52 ,925 /57 ,9 :94 /57 ,994); (4 ) tech n o lo g y  u pgrade , in c lu d in g  c o m p u te rs  s>fstem  an d  p rin te r (S  14 ,506/53 ,000/53^000); a n d  (5 ) research  m ate ria ls  
(54 8 0 /5 0 /5 0 ). ,

C o u n s e l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

L ew is C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p roposal.

■ElVii tigsipiL C tìit n ly

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$ 1 4 ,8 8 8

Provide fund ing  to pu rchase  ca se  m anagem en t so ftw are  (5 1 4 ,8 8 8 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$101,601
$ 3 3 ,8 6 7 /y r .

(1 ) U pg rad e  hal f-tim e A ssis tan t P uhl ic D e fe n d e r  p o sh  ion to  th ree -q u arte r tim e position  (5 2 3 ,9 3 0 /5 2 3 ,9 3 0 /5 2 3 ,9 3 0  w /fringc): (2 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  
for te ch n o lo g y  u pgrade, in c lu d in g  so  A ware ($ 1 ,3 2 7/$0/$Q); (3.)'provide, fund ing  fo r o ff ice  fu rn itu re-and  eq u ip m en t (5 7 5 4 /5 8 2 7 /5 8 0 6 ); and (4 ) ’ 
p rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r ex p ert se rv ices ($ 7 ,8 5 5 /5 9 ,1 10/S9,i 31).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

L iv in g sto n  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.

M a d iso n  C o u n ty

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$16,681

(1) P ro v id e  fu n d in g  for investig a tiv e  (5 2 ,0 0 0 ) and ex p e rt se rv ice s  ($ 6 ,0 0 0 ) in  fe lony  ca se s  ( to ta l: 58 ,0 0 0 ): (2 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r eosts o f  
tran scrip ts  fo r  ap p e a ls  (5 6 .7 5 7 ); and  (3 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  p a rt-tim e  A ssis tan t i5ub lic  D e fe n d e r p o sitio n  ($ 1 .9 2 3 ). (budget rev ision  j.

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

S I 13 ,838  
5 3 7 ,9 4 6 /y r.

P ro y id e  fu n d in g  fo r (1 ) pajm ienl q f  tran sc rip t fees (5 1 .0 0 0 /5 1 ,0 0 0 /5 1 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) in v estig a tiv e  (5 2 ,5 0 0 /5 2 ,5 0 0 /5 2 ,5 0 0 ) an d  ex p ert serv ices 
($3^000 /53 ,000 /53 ,000) (to tal: 5 5 ,5 0 0 /5 5 ,5 0 0 /$ 5 ,500); (3 ) tra in in g  fo r ass ig n ed  counsel panel (5 5 0 0 /5 5 0 0 /5 5 0 0 ); (4 )  te ch n o lo g y  upgrade (7  n ew  
com puters, p rin ter, I ns tal latino  a n d n e tw o rk ln g /n e w  te lep h o n es an d  sh red d e r)  (S 1 0 ,0 00 /53 ,000 /50); (5 ) on-line  su b sc rip tio n  (W estlaw  or L ex is) 
(S 3 ,0 0 0 /5 3 ,0 0 0 /5 3 ,0 0 0 ); and  (6) p a rt-tim e  A ssis tan t Public  D efen d er p o sitio n  (S I 7 ,9 4 6 /5 2 4 ,9 4 6 /5 2 7 ,9 4 6 ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

M adison  C o u n ty  d id  not subm it a  p roposa l.

M o m w ..C p i¡i* íy

D is tr ib u t io n  #1 

5 2 3 3 ,3 3 7

(1) A dd new  A ssistan t C onflic t D efen d er position  for f  am ily  C o u rt ($ 7 9 ,5 0 0  w /fringe); (2 ) pa rtia lly  fund tw o  n ew  A ssistan t Public  D efen d er 
p o sitions to  red u ce  case loads ($ 2 4 ,9 9 7  w /frin g e  each ); (3 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  A p p eals  B a c k lo g  R ed u c tio n  P ro g ram  to  red u ce  ex is tin g  b ack lo g  in 

; perfec tion  o f  ap p ea ls  in Public  D efen d er an d  C onflic t D efen d er o ffices (5 1 0 1 ,8 4 4 ); an d  (4) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r fu rn itu re  an d  o ffice  u p g rad es 
($2 ,002).. . .

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 F o r Pub!id  D e fe n d e r’s o ffice  (7 0 %  o f  to ta  1 funding) w ould  (1 ) fuMy fund tw o assistant. p u b lic  d e fen d er p o sitions that w ere  partia lly  funded  u n d e r
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S I ,592 ,379  
$ 5 3 0 ,7 9 3 /y r.

p is tt ib u tio p  ¡4] and a d d  tw o  h ew  a d d itio n a l.s ta ff  a tto rn ey s  ;{$279,888/ $ 2 7 9 ,8 8 S /$279 ,8S8  \v /fringe); (2). p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo rn iv e s tig a liv e  se rv ices  
IS4<Ss6^(>/S4 6^666/S4 ^ <5)1; (3 ) ad d  p a rt-tim e  p ara leg a l ($1.5,590/$ 15,590/S  :15 ,5 9 0 ); (4 )  add pai1-1ime legal se e ro ia iy  ;($ 1 2 ,1 3 8/{$ 12,15S/S12, ] 58); 
an d  (5 )  u p g rad e  pa i14 im e:para]cgal to  fu lltim e  {$ 17 ,0 2 6 /$  17 ,026/$  17 ,026), F p r C o n flie t D efendei^s o f()ce  (3 0 %  ofIx tn d in g ) w o u ld  (1 ) fu lly  fttiad. 
a ss is tan t eonfi let d e fen d e r p o sitio n  th a t w as  p a rtia11y fu n d ed  xmder D istribu tion  #1 an d  ad d  an a d d itio n a l s ta f f  a tto rn ey  positio n  
($ 147 ,368/$147-368/$  147 ,368  w /frin g e); an d  (2) p ro v id e  lu n d s  to  red u ce  ap p e lla te  b ack lo g  in C o n flic t D e fen d e r oH ice 
($ 12 ,097/S12 ,097/$  12 ,097),

C o u n se l a t F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R P P

$724 ,218  
{ c o n tra c t n o t 

itnailzeid)

W ould  (1 ) add th ree A ssis tan t p u b lic  D efen d er p o s i t i o n w / O i r i g e X  (2 )  u p g rad e  an A ssis tan t Public  D efen d er 
p p sitio n  to  S pecia l A ssistan t P ub lic  D e fen d e r ($ 7 .2 0 0 /S 7 ,2 0 0 /$ 7 2 0 0 ); {3) add a p a r t - tu n e  para lega l { S i5 ,5 9 0 /$  15 ,590/$ 15,590); (4 ) p rov ide  
fu n d in g  to  p u rch ase  ce llp h o n es,.n ew -co m p u te r w o rk sta tio n s and o ffice  fu rn itu re  fo r n ew  atto rn ey s ($ 4 ,2 0 0 /$ l,2 0 0 /$ f,2 0 0 );: and (5 )  p ro v id e  
funding for m ileage ($ 6 ,500/$6,5GG/$6,50O), so  co u n se l can  b e  prov ided ; a t first ap p earan ce  (“M o n d ay  th ro  ugh  F rid ay  Dayjtinie A rra ignm en t 
P lan ” ) a t  (a) a l l  regu larly  sch ed u led  to w n  an d  v illage  co iirt a rra ig iu n e n td o c k e ts  (4 6  sep ara te  tow n  an d  v illag e  a rra ig n m en t ca le n d a rs) an d  (b ) 
in d iv idual a rra ig n m eu ts  ifo m  8 a m — 8pm  (M -F ) in an y  to w n  an d  v illag e  co u rts  fo r d e fe n d a n ts  c h a r e d  w iflr fe lo n y , m isd em ean o r o r  v io la tio n .
Two A P D s Would p ro v id e  “o ii-c a lf  M o pjesen ta tion  fo rd  2 -h o u r  p e rio d  (M -F , 8 am  8 p m ), an d  a  th ird  A P D  w ou ld  p ro v id e  i,b aek -u p ,5 w hen 
m u ltip le  arraignTiienis co n d u c te d  a t the sam e tim e  in d iffe ren t tow n  o r  v illag e  co u rts (so  prim ary , seco n d a ry  and  terf jaiW “ on-ca  li a tto rn ey s 
ava ilab lc  to  conduct On-call a rra ig n m en ts) . T he S p ec ia l A ss is i an t PD  w ou ld  ass is t w  it h su p erv i s  ion an d  tra in  tng  o f  th e  tow n  co u rt a tto rn e y s , and 
iit im p lem en ta tion  o f  th is p ro p o sa l, T h e  paralegal Would; a ssist a tto rn ey s  hi in te rv iew in g  c l ients w here  n u m b er o f  perso n s p roh ib its  a tto rn ey  from 
in terv iew in g  each  ch ea t. C o v erag e : a ll reg u la rly  sch ed u led  tow n and v illa g e  co u rt a rra ig n m en t dockets (4 6  sep ara te  to w n  an d  V illage arra ig n m en t 
ca le n d a rs )  a n d  in d iv idual a rra ig n m en ts  from  8am  8 p n t (M -F ) in aiW in w n  an d  v iilag e  court. C o u n se l a t  a rro ig m n en t cHri'ently p ro v id e d  in 
R ochester C ity  C ourt. A n tic ip a ted  that co u n se l w ill a p p e a r  a t o v e r 4 ,5 0 0  arra ignm etiis  w ith ;th is  p lan . N o te : In d iv idual b udget lines su b jec t to 
change d u rin g  co n trac t p ro cess .

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$16,321

M o n tg o m e iy  C o u n ty  has no t su b m itted  a  s ig n ed  coniract.

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$111 ,384
537 ,12 8 /y r . '

A dd an A ssis tan t P u b lic  D e fen d e r p o sitio n  fo r  Fam i ly C o u rt ($37 ,0G 0/$37,D 00/$37i0ÙQ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  K F P

ìv lò n tg p m ei'y C oun ty -d id  n o t su b m it a  p ro p o s a l

D is tr ib u tio n  &l 

5236 ,386

(1) P ro v id e  fund ing  to  en ab le  A ssigned  C ounsel D e fen d e r P lan  to  p ro v id e  rep resen ta tio n  o f  ind iv iduals a t w eek en d  arra ig n m en ts  in N a ssau  
D istric t C o u rt; (2 ) p rov ide fund ing  to  en ab le  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l D efender P lan  to  p ro v id e  legal ass is tan ce  to  in d igen t, an d  p rim arily  in ca rce ra ted  
ind iv iduals, so  that an a tto rn ey  can rev iew  an d , i f  ap p ro p ria te , cha llenge  p rio r co n v ic tio n s as a resu lt o f  p ro b lem s a ris in g  from  the  o p era tio n , and 
c losure , o f  the  N assau  C o u n ty  P o lice  D ep artm en t C rim e  F a b ; (3 ) u pgrade  co m p u ter c ap ab ilitie s  o f  the; A ssig n ed  C ounsel D e fe n d e r P lan (e .g .. 
new , la rg e r s e rv e rs  an d  n ew  w o rk sta tio n s) ($25 ,000); an d  (4 ) p ro v id e  h inds fo r in v es tig a tiv e  and ex p e rt seiw lces in c r im in a l defense  c a se s  (L egal
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A id S o c ie ty  and A ssig n ed  C o u n se l D efender P lan ) ($ 3 6 ,3 8 6 ) (item s i! 1 and  ?V2 to tal $175 ,000).
D is tr ib u tio n  M 2 (1 ) A dd th ree  a tto rneys (L egal A id  S ocie ty ) d ed ica ted  to  certa in  sp ec ia lty  courts ('"P roblem  S o lv in g  C o u rts " ) , w ith  on e  a tto rn ey  each  ded ica ted  to 

(a) A do lescen t D iv ers io n  Part/M enla! H ealth  C o u rt; (b ) V eterans C o u rl/T rea lm en t C o u rt/C o m m u n ily  C ourt; an d  (c ) In tegrated  D om estic
$1 ,613 ,193  

5 5 3 7 ,7 3 1/yr.
V io len ce /D q m estic  V io len ce  -  M isd e in ean o r C o u rt ( to ta l: $ 2 0 1 ,0 0 0 /5 2 0 1 ,0 0 0 /5 2 0 ! ,000 w /fringe); (2 ) (a )  ad d  c le rk  ty p ist (to  a ssist in  p ro cessin g  
increased  n u m b er o f  ass ig n ed  counsel v o u ch ers) (5 4 7 ,0 0 0 /5 4 7 ,0 0 0 /5 4 7 ,0 0 0  w /frin g e) and  p ro v id e  fun d in g  for (b ) w o rksta tion  (S 3 ,0 0 0 /5 0 /5 0 ) and 
(c) add itional space at B a r A ssocia tion  (ren t) (S 6 ,000 /S 6 ,000 /S 6 ,000) fo r assigned  counse l p rog ram ; (3 ) p ro v id e  fun d in g  for tw o 18b Fam ily  
C o u rt p an e l m e m b e rs  to  be av a ilab le  daily  (“ A tto rn cy s-o f-th e -D ay ") fo r rep resen ta tio n  in Fam ily  C o u rt, as needed  
(5221 ,400/5221  ,.4 0 0 /5 2 2 1,4 0 0 ); and  (4 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  a  “ 1 u n ited "  sc reen in g /v e rif ica tio n  d e m o n s tra tio n  p ro jec t in F am ily  C o u rt ( to  
d e te rm in e  if s c re e n in g  in d ig en t d e fen d an ts  resu lts in a  reduction  o r  s lo w in g  in s ize  o f  case lo ad s an d /o r cost sav in g s; ex is tin g  sc reen in g  research  
lim ited  to  ev a lu a tin g  ex i s ting  system s, d oes n o t sh o w  a  reduction  In case lo ad s o r  co s t sav in g s) (5 5 9 ,3 3 1 /5 6 2 ,3 3 1 /5 6 2 .3 3 1 ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

T h e “ N assau  F irst A p p ea ran ce  P lan" w ill ( l )  ad d  a  L eg al A  id S ocie ty  a tto rn ey  in A rra ig n m en t "A "  (D is tric t C o u rt) (seco n d  a tto rn ey  sta ffing  
arra ig n m en ts  in  A rra ig n m en t “ A ") w ith  Span ish  tran s la tio n  s k i l l s ( 5 6 4 ,0 0 0 /5 6 4 ,0 0 0 /5 6 4 .0 0 0  w /fr in g e ); (2 ) ad d  a  p aralegal in  A rra ig n m en t “ A " 
(D istric t C ourt) w ith S p an ish  tran sla tio n  ski! 1 s ($ 5 7 ,0 0 0 /5 5 7 ,0 0 0 /5 5 7 ,0 0 0 ); an d  (3 ) p lace 18-B  “a tto rn ey s  o f  the d a y "  in A rra ignm en t “ A” to

$ 6 5 9 ,9 5 5  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t

h an d le  con flic ts  cases 3 h o u rs /d ay  (y e a r  1) and 4 h o u rs /d ay  (y ears 2  &  3) 365 d ays y ea r, ass ig n m en ts  d o n e  ro ta tiona l ly)
(58  I d  50 /$  1 08 ,200 /5108 ,200). C overage: D istric t C o n ti, A rraignm en t “ A ." M ote: in d iv id u a l b u dget lin e s  su b jec t to  change d u rin g  co n trac t

fin a lized } process.

. N e w  ■ Y o rk -  C ity -

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 (1) C rea te  ten  new  Im m ig ra tio n  A tto rn e y  p o sitio n s  to  rep resen t cl ients o f  the  C ity ’ s iivstitutional in d ig en t c rim inal co u rt and fam ily  c o u r t d e fen d er 
o rg an iza tio n s and o f  the  C ity ’s  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l P lan s in need  o f  rep resen ta tio n  in im n iig ra t ion m atte rs  (to ta l: 5992 , 952); (2 )  c rea te  new

$1,2(15,562 Im m igration  A tto rn ey  C o o rd in a to r p o sition  (5 8 7 ,6 0 0  w /fi ingc) to  m o n ito r p e rfo rm an ce  o f  n ew  Im m ig ra tio n  A tto rn ey s , and p ro v id e  add itional 
fund ing  to r  an im m ig ra tio n  C o n trac ts  A n a ly st (5 1 2 ,4 0 0 ) (to ta l: $ i0 0 ;0 0 0 ) ; (3 ) p ro v id e  tra in ing  to  n ew ly  h ired  Im m igration  A tto rn ey s to  rep resen t 
in d ig en t c lien ts  in need  o f  rep resen  ta tion  in  im m ig ra tio n  m atters (5 5 ,0 0 0 ); (4 ) p ro v id e  necessary  legal re fe ren ce  m ateria ls  re la ted  to  ■immigration 
m atte rs ($ 9 ,0 0 0 ); (5 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  for te ch n o lo g y  u p g rad e  (520 .000); (5 ) p ro v id in g  funding  for co u rt/ag en ey  p ro ceed in g  tran sc rip ts  re la ted  to  
im m igration  m atters (SI 5 ,000): (6 ) p rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r language in te rp rc ter/tran s la tio n  (54 7 ,5 0 0 ): (7 ) p ro v id e  funding  fo r trav e l-re la ted  costs 
($5 ,000); an d  (8 ) o th e r  co s ts  (ad m in istra tiv e  su p p o rt; co n fe ren ce  fees, u tilitie s  and ren t) (5 1 1 ,!  11).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 (1) C o n tin u e  fun d in g  n ine  new  Im m igration  A tto rn ey  p o sitio n s to  rep resen t c lien ts  o f  th e  C ity ’s  in stitu tiona l in d ig en t crim inal co u rt an d  fam ily  
court d e fen d e r o rg an iza tio n s and o f  the C ity ’s A ssigned  C ounsel P lans (A C P s") in need o f  rep resen ta tio n  in im m igra tion  m a tte rs  (to ta l:

$2 ,296 ,686
S 7 65 ,562 /y r.

5 6 6 5 ,5 5 9 /5 6 6 5 ,5 5 9 /5 6 6 5 ,5 5 9 ); (2 ) con tin u e  fun d in g  Im m igration  A tto rney  C o o rd in a to r position  (5 7 3 ,0 0 0 /5 7 3 ,0 0 0 /5 7 3 ,0 0 0  w /frin g e) to  m on ito r 
p erfo rm ance  o f  new  1 m m ig ra tio n  A tto rneys. and (3 ) p ro v id e  funding fo r o th e r costs a tten d an t to  im m ig ra tio n  program  (tra in in g , trav e l, 
tech n o lo g y , a d m in is tra tiv e  co sts) ($ 2 7 ,0 0 3 /$ 2 7 ,0 0 3 /5 2 7 iOQ3).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

N ew  Y o rk  C ity  w as not e lig ib le  to  subm it a p roposal. 

N i a g a r a  C o u n ty

D is tr ib u tio n :# !.

S 4 8 ;2 5 1

(1) P rov ide  fund ing  fo r investig a tiv e  (5 2 0 ,0 0 0 ) and ex p ert serv ices (5 2 0 ,0 0 0 ) (to ta l: $ 4 0 ,0 0 0 ); (2 ) p ro v id e  fun d in g  for G L E  and o th e r  tra in in g  
($ 4 ,0 0 0 ) an d  (3 ) p u rch ase  legal re feren ce  m a te ria ls ($ 4 ,2 5 2 ) .
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D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$329 ,2 8 9
$ m 7 6 3 / y i \

N iag ara  C o u n ty  h a s  n o t su b m itted  a p ro p o s â t

C o u n se l a t  F in i t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F F

$ 4 8 8 ,6 8 8  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t  

f in a liz e d )

W ould  ( I )  ad d  J f iil i- tp e  a ss is tan t p u b lic d e fe n d e r  ass ig n ed  to N ia g a r a  Falls C ity  C ourt, to jn lm arily d tan d le  a r r a i g n m e n t s ^
N iag ara  Palis C ity  C o u rt; m ay  assist o th e r a tto rn ey s  p o st-a rra ig n m en t) (S 118 ,442 /3 1 1 8 ,4 4 2 /$  1 18 ,442  w ith f iin g e ); (2 ) ad d  p d it- tin te  c lé rica l 
p o sition  to  a ss is t p ro cess in g  new  cases (se t tip  file, ge t ch arg in g  d o cu m en ts  and fin an c ia l a p p lica tio n  from  a tto rn ey , reco rd  bail an d  schedu ling  
m atters, and In p u t in fo rm a tio n  into o ffice  d a tab a se ) ($ 2 4 ,003 /$24 ,G 03 /$24 ,003  w ith  fringe); an d  (3 ) increase funds av a ila b le  fo r con tractual 
investig a tiv e  se rv ices (m ay  o b ta in In fo rm a tio n  re le v a n t to  c lie n t’s b a il s ta tu s) (S2{),000/$20 ,000/S20 ,000). C overage: N iag ara  Fal ls C ity  C ourt. 
N o te : in d iv id u a l b u d g e t lin es sub jec t to  c h an g e  d u rin g  c on trac t p rocess.

O n e id a  C ounty;
D is t r ib u t io n # !

$78 ,856

(1) P urchase  and  im p lem en t an on lin e  v o u ch e r sy s tem  fo r  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l panel m em b ers ($25^000); (2 ) add co llege s iu d en f su m m er intern 
p o s itio n  in tiie  P u b lic  D e fen d e r o ffice  ($ 1 4 ,5 0 0  w /ffin g e ); (3) u p g rad e  35 co m p u te rs  in P u b lic  D e fe n d e r  o ffice  cap ab le  o f  d o in g  Sky pe  Or s im ila r 
functions ($ 3 6 ,3 5 6 ); (4 )  p ro v id e  C  LE tra in  ing  to  m em bers o f  th e  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l p a n e l ($ 2 ,0 0 0 ): an d  (5) p u rch ase  legal re fe ren ce  m at eri.aJ.S- 
($ 1 ,0 0 0 ) . [b u d g e t rev is io n ].

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$ 5 3 8 ,1 4 6
S 1 7 9 ,3 8 2 /y r.

■' f l )  A dd fu ll-tim e  A ss is ta n t Public. D efender.iK >sition;(en:m in a i) :.^ 4 6 i5 7 2 /$ 5 4 ^ 2 /$ 5 7 i6 5 : l :p lu s  fi4nge);r ( 2 ) a d d m /fitll- tim e j^ ra le g a );p o s itio n  In 
P u b lic  D e fen d e r’s  o ffice  ($31,41 p /$ 3 2 ,6 9 4 /$ 3 3 ,8 6 6  p lu s f iin g e); (3 ) u p g rad e  a  p a rt-tim e  a ss is tan t Pub! ie D e fen d e r p o sitio n  (P am sly C o u r!) to  fu 11- 
tin ie  ($ 3 3 ,2 4 7/S3 4 ,2 S 3 /$35 ,3 4 7  p lus fringe); (4 )  ad d  S èn jo r O ffice  S p e c ia lis t p o sitio n  fo r  P u b lic  D e fen d e r’s o ffice  ( F am ily  C o u rt)

1,722 p lus f i in g e )  fio ta l ifim ge i p r $ 4 7 , 3 6 7 / $ 3 7 ^ 7 7 / $ 3 ! . J722)  C b ta i:a m o u m ib i;p e rso n n e [f f i;i .#2,:if3, and 
# 4 :$  !7 8 ,382 /$  178 ,382 /$  ] 7 8 .3 8 2 ) ;a n d (5 ) ;]>rovide funding  for o ffice  supp liesfeq u ip m en t for n ew  em p lo y ees (e .g ,, desks, c  o m p u te  rs, fulfil tu re, 
supplies^ e tc ,) (S fi00G /$  1,000/$ 1,000), . .

C o u n se l a t  P irs t 
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$557 ,574  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t  

f in a liz e d )

C rea te  specia l C o u n se l at First A p p earan ce  S e c tio n (C  A FA  S) in P D ’s  o ffice  (C rin iin  a i P iy is io it)  to  jjro v id e c o iin se l a t a rra ig n m  eh  t aft c r norm  al 
court h o u rs  a n d  o h  w eek en d s, p rim arily in  U tica  C ity  C ourt an d  se c o n d a n ly  to  ta rg e ted  co u rts . W ould  (1 )  ad d  o n e fu l l- t im e an d  one part-tim e 
A ssistan t P u b lic  D efen d er p o sition  a n d  on e  c o n fid en tia l In v es tig a to r p o sitio n  ($ 1 5 9 ,7 4 0 /$  175 ,710/$  192,231 w /frin g e  o f 4 9 .7 4 %  to 5 4 .8 4%  and 5%  
annuai infiatiojiar>> fiictor)* (2 ) piovide^ m  fo r in te ip re te r  servic;és (S Ì0,00()/$10,50(}/S l l ,0 2 5 ); (3 ) pu rch ase  eq u ip m en t ($3 ,090 /$G /$3 ,862); 
(4 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r  m a in ten an ce  ($ 3 ,1 5 0 /$ 3 ,3 0 8 /S 3 ,4 7 3 ) and (5 ) p ro v id e  m isc è ilaneous fun d in g  (ed u ca tio n ; tra in ing ; su p p lie s)
($7 ,000 /37 ,1  ()0/$7,45 5 ). N ote: Ind iv idual b u d g e t lin es su b jec t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  con trac t p rocess.

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$ 140 ,757

( ! )  A dd  S ta f f  A tto rn ey  position  (H  iscock L egal .A id S o cie ty ) to  p ro v id e  ad d itiona  l rep resen ta tio n  in Fam ily  C o u rt ($ 4 4 ,7 9 7  vv/fiiiige); (2 ) pi o v ld e  
3 %  sa lary  increase  fo r  14 la m  i Jy C ourt, A p p ea ls  an d  P aro le  a tto rn ey s (H isco ck  L egal A id  ■■Society) ($ 2 5 ,1 4 3 ): (3 ) im p lem en t V o lu n te e r In itia tiv e  
P ro g ram  (C N Y  S e rv ice s) to  co o rd in a te  v o lu n tee r se rv ice s  fo r  co u rt d iv e rsio n  in all T o w n , V illag e  an d  C ity  C o u rts  ($ 6 6 .7 5 7 ); (4 )  p ro v id e  funds fo r 
C L P  an d  o th e r tra in in g  ($2 .400); (5) u p g rad e  co m p u te rs  and p rin ters ($ 6 7 5 ); and (6 ) p u rc h a se  o ff ic e  su p p lies  (f ilin g  cab in e ts) [$ 9 8 5 ), [budget 

. r e v is io n ] . .
D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 9 6 0 ,5 8 2

F or A ssigned  C o u n se l P rogram  (A C P), ( 1 ) co n tin u e  fun d in g  for V o lu n tee r In itia tive  P rogram  (C N Y  S erv ices) Iq co o rd in a te  v o lu n te e rse ry ic e sT o r 
co u rt d iv ers ion in al 1 T  ow n. V illage an d  C ity  C o u rts  (S 9 6 .0 0 0 /S 9 6 ,0 0 0 /$ 9 6 ,0 0 0 ) and (2 ) p ro v id e  rep resen ta tio n  fo r  n o n -cu sto d ia i d e fen d an ts  at 
arra ignm en t in S y racu se  C ity  C ourt (C ity  C o u rt a rra ig n m en t p rogram  cu rren tly  p ro v id e sre p re se n ta tio n  fo r in -custody  d e fen d an ts  only)
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$ 3 2 0 ,l9 4 /y r . ($6Ü ,000/$60 .000/S 60 ,000). l 'o r H iscock  Legal A id  S ocie ty  ( l iL A S ) , (3 ) co n tin u e  frm d in g fo ra d d if io n a l F am ily  co u rt s ta f f  a tto rn ey  
($ 4 1 .909 /S 4 4 ,0 0 4 /S 4 6 ,2 05): (4 ) con tin u e  an d  expand  c o st-o f-liv in g  sa lary  ad ju s im en ts  in m an d a ted  rep resen ta tio n  p ro g ram s 
($ 3 8 ,6 4 9 /5 4 3 ,0 0 0 /5 5 0 ,0 0 0 ): (5 ) add  an ad d itio n a l Fam ily  C ourt su p p o rt s ta f f  position  ($ 3 0 ,6 2 5 /5 3 2 ,1 5 6 /5 3 3 ,7 6 5 ). A lso , (6 ) p ro v id e  lan d in g  fo r 
m isce llan eo u s item s (tra in in g , com puter, p h o n e , ren t, in su ran ce) ($7 ,71 Û/$5S70Û/$O) and (7 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r b en cfils /fr in g c  for funded 
positions an d  sa lary  ad ju s tm en ts  ($ 3 6 ,1 3 4 /5 3 9 ,3 3 4 /5 3 4 ,2 2 4 ).

C o u n se L a t F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  

R F P

$ 5 8 8 ,0 0 0  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t 

f in a liz e d )

W o u ld  p r im a r i ly  p ro v  id e  r e p re s e h  ta tro ri in  th e  14 la r g e s t  ju s t ic e  c o u r ts  ( a s s ig n  o n e  o r  tw o  a r r a ig n m e n t  a t to r n e y s  d e p e n d  i n g  o  n 
c a s e lo a d s :  e i t h e r  o n e  f e lo n y  a n d  o n e  m is d e m e a n o r  a t to r n e y  o r  o n e  f e lo n y  a t to rn e y ) .

2 0  F e lo n y  a t to r n e y s  p e r  w e e k ,$ 9 0  ( 1 .2  l i r s .)  fo r  5 0  w e e k s  ( $ 9 0 ,0 0 0 /$ 9 0 , i )0 0 /$ 9 0 ,0 0 0 ) ;
17 F e lo n y  a t to r n e y s  p e r  w e e k , $ 7 2  (  ! .2  h rs .)  f o r  5 0  w e e k s  ( $ 6 1 .5 0 0 / 5 6 1 .5 Q 0 /S 6 1 ,5 0 0 )
A C P  c o n tr a c to r  (d a ta  a n d  r e c o r d  k e e p  m g ; 5  h o tt r s /w k , )  ($  1 0 ,5 0 0 /$  1 0 ,5 0 0 /$  1 0 ,5 0 0 )
N S A , In c . s u b c o n t r a c to r  fo r  c o n tr a c t  c o m p u te r  s e r v ic e s  ( 5 0  h o u r s  1st y e a r ;  16 h o u r s  y e a r s  2  &  3 )  ( $ 6 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 ,0 0 Q /$2 .0 0 0 )  
A G P  c o n tr a c to r  ( f o r  t r a e k in g  o f  t im e  s p e n t  in  ja il a n d  b a il  p o s te d :  to  o b ta in  d a ta  f ro n t J u s t ic e  C e n te r )  
( $ 2 9 ,6 6 7 /$ 3 0 ,9 6 7 /$ 3 2 ,2 6 7 ) .  '

C o v erag e : p ro v id e  re p re se n ta t io n a t a rra ig n m en ts  in the  14 la rg est ju s tic e  co u rts  (b e fo re  33 ju d g e s ) ; w ould  acco u n t fo r 9 0 %  o f  defendan ts 
arra igned  in to w n  and v illag e  courts. N o te: Ind iv idual b u d g e t lines sub jec t to  change  d u rin g  co n trac t p ro cess .

O irfa iio  G arn i fy
D is tr ib u tio n  M i , (1 ) R etain m itig a tio n  spec ia list to  fac ilita te  m en tal health  and  d n ig /a lco h o l trea tm en t re fe rra ls  an d  w ork  w ith  in carcera ted  h igh  schoo l stu d en ts  

($ 3 5 ,844): (2 ) p ro v id e  low -cost C L F  tra in in g  to  m em bers o f  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l panel an d  P u b lic  D efen d er o ffice  ($ 2 ,0 0 0 ): (3 ) upgrade co m p u te r
$39 ,844 equipm ent; (4 ) u p g rad e  techn ical eq u ip m en t (e .g .. aud io -v isua l, reco rd in g  dev ices and  cam e ras): and (5 ) p ro v id e  Span ish  lan g u ag e  tra in in g  ($ 5 0 0 ) 

(item s ?;3 and  t-4 to ta l $1 .500).
D is tr ib u tio n  #2 (1) FLsiablish P iib iic  ile fe n d e i 's a te l li te  o ff ic e  iti G en ev a  C ity  (in tp ro v e  c lie n t access  to  a tto rn ey  in h ighest v o lu m e  c rim in a l court)

(S i 7 ,600 /$  1 7 ,600 /$  17,600); (2 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  for tra in in g  an d  C L P  (o ffe r free  C L B c o a rs e s  in d e fen se -sp ec ific  issues, host 7th Jud ic ia l C h ie f
S 2 7 f ,9 U

S 9 0 ,6 3 7 /y r.
D efender m eetin g s , p ro v id e  language  in s tru c tio n , fund su m m er in te rnsh ips, p ro v id e  grant W riting tra in in g  an d  p ro v id e  tr ia l tech n iq u e  tra in in g s) 
(SI 7 ,4 5 3 /5 1 7 ,4 5 3 /$ l7 ,4 5 3 ); (3 ) p ro v id e  fim d in g  fo r  te ch n o lo g y  u pgrade  (iP ad , N Y SD A  C M S  “ ap p ” ) to  en h an ce  access  o u ts id e  V jstting hoiii's to  
c lien ts in ja i l ,  im p ro v e  court e ff ic ien cy , perfo rm  on  tlie sp o t co n flic t ch eck s, possib ility  o f  sh a rin g  in fo rm ation  w ith  o th e r d efen se  o ffices u sing  
C M S (S 5 ,000 /S 5 ,000 /S 5 ,000): (4 )  en h an ce  p rov ision  o f  rep resen ta tio n  at a rra ig n m en t by  o b ta in in g  cell p h o n e  (o ff-h o u r a rran g em en ts) and 
m ileage re im b u rsem en t (w eek en d  a rra ig n m en ts) ($ 2 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 ,0 0 0 /3 2 ,0 0 0 ); (5 ) p rov ide fun d in g  for ex p erts in “ new  sc ien tific  areas"  (eyew itness 
testim ony , v o lu n ta rin ess  o f  c o n fe ss io n s  an d  o th e r “ cu ttin g  edge'” fields ( S 10,000/$ 10 ,000 /510 ,000); and (6) p ro v id e  fund ing  for D efense-B ased  
A dvocate  (fo rm erly  know n as trea tm en t arid m itiga tion  sp ec ia lis ts ) an d  add ic tion , m ental illn ess/cu sio d y  e v a lu a tio n s  an d  re fe rra ls  (e .g .. F in g er 
Lakes C o u n se lin g  and R eferra l A g en cy  p e rfo rm  d ru g  and a lcohol ev a lu a tio n s on in -custody  p aro lees ch arg ed  w ith  v io la tin g  paro le , and. in 
con junction  w ith  O ffice  o f  C o u n ty  M ental H ealth , re fe r c lien ts  to m ental health  ag en cies) (av a ilab le  to  P ub lic  D efen d er o ffice  an d  A ssigned  
C ounse l P ro g ram ) ($ 3 8 ,5 8 3 /5 3 8 ,5 8 3 /5 3 8 ,5 8 3 )

C o im s e fa t  F i r s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

c A r m

W ould  (1 ) add  2 fu ll-tim e A ssis tan t P ub lic  D efen d er positions (p e r position : $ 9 9 ,8 2 5 /$  102 ,900 /$ ] 05 ,9 0 0  w /frin g e  an d  sa la ry  “step ” ); (2) add a 
part-tim e O ffice  S p ecia lis t 1 p o sition  (d a ta  iitput; case-aela ted  w ork fo r 2  new  a tto rneys; a ss ig n e d  to  P ub lic  D e fen d e r’s sa te llite  o ffice  in G en ev a) 
($ 1 4 .8 1 0 /5 1 7 ,8 0 0 /5 ! 9 ,7 0 0  w /fri nge an d  C O  L A ); (3 ) pu rch ase  ad d itio n a l su p p lie s  fo r  n ew  h ire s  (co m p u te r eq u ip m en t, w o rk  s ta tions, prin ter,

( c o n tra c t  n o t
IviLpiiull.vh^ till I.UlUi.vy l jOUv/.iy ■ dtlvi 1) plyv IUC. 111UU wl ctl j  bUpplyi a 1LI It 5 (U V wl lilt E v Oo M11 Lvj /VohlMl.dlil l LiUlikj lAvtvilluvE o
($ 2 6 ,2 4 0 /5 2 4 ,6 0 0 /5 ! 6 ,700). W ould  (a ) p ro v id e  rep resen ta tio n  a t “ n o n -D A  n igh t1’ ca len d ars; (b ) p rov ide “o n -ca ll” sch ed u le  so  that a tto rn ey s are
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f in a liz e d )  av a ilab le  fo r o fF h o u r  a rra ig n m en ts; an d  (c ) a sk .a ito rn é ÿ stD  a rriv e  e a rlie r  for cu rren t PD  pi lot p r  ogra  m , C o v erag e  : e  rtîîre county . N o te :in d iv id u a l 
■._______1 b n d g e tfm e s  sub jcc t to  cha iige  d u rln g  co n trac t p ro cess , .. .. ___________

0 r3 H g e ;!G©sinty

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$97 ,060

(1 ) P u rch ase  an d  insta ll a  \v eb :b 
C ounse l and L egal A id S o cie ty  
w ith ca ree r in te rest in p rov id in g

used e lec tro n ic  v o u ch e r sy s tem  fo r  A ssi 
a tto rn ey s ($  10,000); and  (3 ) d ev e lo p  sui 
in d ig en t leg a l serv ices in: a rea s  o f  fam i;

gn ed  C o u n se l a tto rn e y s  ($ 7 8 ,0 0 0 ); ( 2 ) p ro v id e  CLH tra in in g  for A ssig n ed  
n in e r  in te rn sh ip  p ro g ram  a t L egal A id  S o c ie ty  fo r-co llege an d  law  stu d en ts  
y  o r crim in al law  (S9 ,060).

p is t i 'ib n tïo n  #2

$ 6 6 2 ,3 7 6
$ 2 2 0 ,7 9 2 /y r .

(T X A d d  tw o  h o w C e g a l  A id  a t to r n e y  p o s i t io n s X S lS l  jS 5 0 /$  1 8 9 ,9 4 2 7 $  1 9 8 ,5 2 0  w /f r in g e ) ;  (2 )  p a r t ia l ly  fu n d  o n e s e c r e t a i y f  p o s i t io n  
X ^2 4 ,9 4 2 X $ 2 4 ,850/$ ;] 6 ,2 7 2 ) ;  a n d  ( 3 )  p u r c h a s e  te c h n o lo g y  / c o m p u te r s )  a n d  o f f ic e  e q u ip m e n t  i d  s u p p o r t  th e  th r e e  n e w  p o s i t io n s  
($ I4 ,O O i)/$6 ,O O O M O O O X

C o u n se l a t  F i r s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

O ran g e  C o un ty  d id n o is u b tm i a  p ro p o sa l.

O r le a n s  Cf>iinty
D is t r ib u t io n # !

$11,462

(1 ) P ra v jd e  ad d itio n a l in v estiga tive  a n d  ex p ert se r vi c es (S 7 ,962): an d  (2 ) p a rtia lly  fund  new  case  ni an ag em en t sy s tem , in c lu d in g  u p g rad in g  
coni p u te r system  ($3 ,500).

bistribution#2

$78,219
S26,073/yi%

(1) theydde c o n tin u e d  and  en h an ced  an d ..expért.;sefv ices($7)500/$7 ,500/$7 ,5O 6).f ass ig n ed  
counsel a d m in isü a to r  po sit ion ( in v estig a te  e lig ib ility , d ev e lo p  e lig ib ility  s ta n d a rd s  an d  itt vest igate ap p lican ts  an d  ass ig n ed  counste 1 v o u ch e rs  
($18 ,5 73/S1.8,573/$.18,573)v

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

O rle a n s C o u n ty  d id  n o t siibm  it à  p ro p o sa l

;C)S>v.eg0 ■County
Distributional 

$40,218

P rov ide  ad d itio n a l b in d in g  fo r A ssig n ed  C o u n se l p ro g ram  fo r  crim inal an d  fam ily  c o u r t  c ases ($40 ,2  3 8).

D is t r ib u t io n  U2 : ( l ) ;  P rovide-.funding fo r A ssig n ed  C o u n se l A d n im ish c to r(S 0 /$ 2 0 ,O 0 O /$ 2  Q,000) and 
S 42 .000/S 42  J0 0 0 /$ 4 2 ,0 0 0 ) ;(2 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r ex p ert an d  in v estiga tive  serv ice

$ :ec i6 tà ry ($ 0 /$ 2 2 fOÒO/S22,()00) ( to ta l; 
s ($8,0OO/$8,0OO/$8,OQO); (3 ) p ro v id e  ad d itiona l:fund  m g  for

$274,461
$9I,4$7At .

assigned  co u n se l program  ($ 8 3 ,4 8 7 /5 3 9 ,487 /S 39 ,4 8 7 ); an d  (4) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r tra in in g  an d  C LE  ($G/$2,OOO/$2,O0Q).

C o u n se l a t F i r s i  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$150,000 
(contract not

W ould p ro v id e  counsel a t first ap p ea ran ce  fo r defen d an ts in O sw eg o  C ity  G ouri on 
(S5 0 ,0 OO/$50,OOO/S50 ,000). C overage: O sw eg o  C ity  C o u rt ' ‘a rra ig n m en t d ay .” Nc 
process.

“a rra ig n m en t d a y .”  C o unse l req u ired  to  arrive  ea rly  to  C ourt, 
»te: Ind iv idual b u dget lines su b jec t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t

l b

/



finalized)

■©tsfeg#;Có'iiBty

D is tr ib u tio n  M  

524 ,479 .

(1 ) P rov ide  fund ing  to  have ca se  reco rds in teg rated  in o n e  cen tra l location  (in c lu d es p u rch asin g  filin g  c ab in e ts) ($5 ,000); an d  (2 )  p ro v id e  C L E  
tra in in g  to  m e m bers o f  A ssig n ed  C o u n se l panel and P u b lic  D efen d er o ffice (S i 9.4 79).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 P ro v id e  fund ing  to co n trac t w ith  L egal A id S o c ie ty  o f  M id -N ew  Y o rk  fo r conflic t rep resen ta tio n  in Fam ily  C o u rt ($ 5 5 ,6 8 5 /8 5 5 ,68 6 /S 5 5 .6 8 5 )

5167 ,055  
. ■.■SSSièSS&r
C o u n se l à t  F ir s t  

A p p e a r a i ie e R F P
O tseg o  C o u n ty  d id  no t su b m it a p roposal

J?'$¡ tu a m ; Cotiitíy; ■.
D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$20 ,785

( 1 )■ Provide- fund ing  fo r fo rsen sic  ex p erts  (S IS . 125} and w itriesses ( S 12 0 ) (to ta l: $$  18 ,245); (2 ) p ro v id e  funditig  fot* iiite rp re ie r fees ( S I ,935); and: 
(3) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r ed u catio n  an d  tra in in g  ($ 6 0 5 ). (budget rev ision ].

D is tr ib u tio n  U2

$ 141 ,846
$47,i282/yr.

( i )  U p g rad e  s ta tu s  o f  tw o  p a rt-tim e  L egal A id S o c ie ty  a tto rn ey s  from  5 0%  to  7 5 %  ($28;ÜO(l/$28,ôtïO/$2S,OGG):and (2 )  p ro v id e  c o n tin u ed  and 
enhanced  fu n d in g  fo r  fo rensic  experts;($  15,000/S  15,000/$  Î 5 .000), fo ren sic  w itn esse s  ($ 2 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 ,0 0 0 ) an d  in terp re ter fees 
(S 2 ,2 8 2 /$ 2 ,2 8 2 /$ 2 ,2 8 2 ) (to ta l: $ 1 9 ,2 8 2 /S I9 ,2 8 2 /$ 1 9 ,2 8 2 ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n e e  R F P

Putnam  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p roposal.

;Reiissëltiër:GM mty ■

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$ 3 9 ,8 6 8

(l)U j3 g ra d e c a p a ltiI i t ie s o fe o m p u te rsy s l:e in .fo r  P u b lic  Defendei* o ffice , C o n flic t D e fen d e r o ffice an d  A ss ig n ed  -Counsel panel by p u rch asin g  
co m p u te rs , p rin ters , and  co p y  m ach in es ($ 2 9 .5 8 4 ); an d  (2 ) pu rchase  o ffice  su pp lies, inc lud ing  filing  cab in e ts  ($  10 .284). | budget rev ision].

D is tr ib u tio n  U2

$272 ,073
$90^691/)'r.

For P u b iic D e fe n d e r  s O ffice: ( 1) ad d  10 h rs ./w eek  fo r F am i!y C o m i Secre tary  ($12 ,3 54 /$  12,354/$ Í 2 ,3 5 4 ); (2 ) u p g rad e  Fam ily  C o u rt s ta f f  
a tto rn ey  p o sition  from  p art-tim e  to firll-tim e ($ 1 9 ,0 0 5 /$  19,005/$19;0()5); (3 ) c rea le  p a rt-tim e  ( 15 h rs ./w eek ) F am ily  C o u rt a tto rn ey  positio n  
($ 2  Ì ,8 4 0 /S 2 1,840 /$ 2 1,840) ; (4  ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r te ch n o lo g y  (lap to p , a ir  card , m o n ito r , w e b c a m ) (S 2 ,9 6 8 /$ 3 .l 89/53,061 ): (5 ) p ro v id e  funding  
fo r ex p e rt w itness serv ices ($ 2 ,5 0 0 /8 2 ,5 0 0 /8 2 ,5 0 0 ); an d  (6 ) p rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r  G L É  tra in in g  ($ 2 ,5 0 0 /$ 2 ,5 0 0 /8 2 ,5 0 0 ). For C onflict D e fen d e r’s 
O ffice: (7 )  ad d  part-tim e a ss islam  s ta f f  atto rn  ey (15 h o u rs /w cek ) ($ 2 1 ,8 4 0 /8 2 1 ,8 4 0 /8 2 1 .8 4 0 ); (8 ) p ro v id e  fund i ng to  update  existí ng  co m p u te r and 
add scan n e r cap ab ilitie s  ($  1 ;2 25 /S 0 /$0); attd  (9 ) p u rch ase  N Y S D A  C M S , in c lu d in g  an n u a l fees, tra in in g  an d  licen sin g  fees (82 ,8 7 5 /$  1,505/8555). 
F o r A ssig n ed  C o u n se l p ro g ram : (1 0 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r te ch n o lo g y  u p g rad e , o ffice  fu rn itu re , co m p u ters  ($ 4 ,8 0 9 /8 5 ,45 8 /$ 3 3 6 ); and  (11) p rov ide  
ftind ing  fo r G1;,E tra iliihg  an d  e x p an sió n  o f  law  lib ra ry  (S 0 /$ 5 0 0 /$ 6 ,700).

D is tr ib u tio n  # 3 P roposal:
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£272 ,073
S90,691/y iv

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

■ $ 554 ,159  
( c o n t r a c t  n o i 

f in a liz e d )

W q id d  ( l )  ad d  p a rH Ìra o A P D  { IS h o u rs /w e e fc a t $ 2 8 /h r .)  to p ro v id e e o u n s e i  al fu s i a p p e a ra n e e ìn  T ro y  C ity  C o u rt (M -F  m o rn in g s), R e n sse lae r 
C ity  C o u rt (W ed . In p rtiin g s) an d  travel t o E a s t  G reen b u sh  and  B ru n sw ick , ifp o s s ib  1 e ( £ 2  3 ,51Q/S2 3 ,5 1 0/S2 3 ,5 1 0  w ith fr in g e); (2 )  p ro v id e  (a) 
sa la ry  en h an cem en ts  lo  P O  s ta f f  (ro ta tin g  a tto rn ey s  “ on call; 5 w eek s/y ea r; av a ilab le  2 4  h o u r s /d a y m S  h ig h es t vo lu m e c ity  and  justice co u rts in  
R en sse lae r C o u n ty  and R ep sse lae r C ounty  C p u rl)  ̂(“ p ilo t prcyéct eo u rts^ ) ;.(20Ò h o u rs  a t $ 3 2 /h o u r o r  £ 6 ,4 0 0 ) and  (b )  sa la ry  en h an cem en t to  c h ie f  
a tto rn ey  (2 0 0  h ours at 5 5 5 /h o u r, o r  £ 1 1 ,0 0 0 ) to  su p erv ise  and p artic ip a te  in “o n -ca ll” ro ta tion ; (3 ) ad d  p a rt-tim e  ass is tan t in C o n flic t D e fen d e r’s 
o ffice  ( 15 h o u rs /w k . at S 28 /hour) (£ 2 3 ,5 1 0 /S 2 3 ;5 1 0 /5 2 3 ,5 1 0  w /frin g c); (4 ) (a ) sa la ry  en h an cem en ts  to  C o n fiic t D efen d er s ta f f  (ro ta ting “ on-call: 
a tto rn ey  p osition : 5 w eeks e v e ry  y e a r ; 2 4  h rs ,/d .ay in  p ilo t  p ro je c t eou i4s)(200  !u's. a t532/li!n  o r  $ 6 ,4 0 0 ); (b )  sa la ry  en h an cem en t to  c h ie f  a tto rn e y  
(“ on-call ro ta tio n ; su p erv ise ) (2 0 0  hrs. at £35 .0 0  o r $ 7 ,0 0 0 ); (5 ) fund ing  fo r I8 -B  atto rtiéy s fo r c a s e s w h e re  P D  an d  C p n llie t p e fe n d é r  conflic ted  
out (3 0  a rra ig n m en ts  at 2 hr. a rra ig n m en t at :$75/hr, (assum e j'elony) (£ 4 ,5 0 0 ); (6 ) su b co n trac t in v estig a tiv e  se rv ices to P ro b s t In v estig a tio n  (400  
biliabte:Thom'S);;(S'Ì'3^333/S;13-ì333/SÌ.3^333^;■ (7 )  [p rav id d  R n id ih g .^ r  e x p e if  se ry iees (ev a lu a tiv e  and^fprensie^e^perfe  a s  w e l ia s  M SW  serv ices) 
($5,POO/$5jOOO/£5,OPQ); (8 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fpi iitte rp re ter serv ices (S 3 ,0 0 0 /5 3 ,OO0/S3,000); (9 ) p ro v id e  funding .'fo r eq u ip m en t (pell 
p lio n es/lap to p ) ($ 3 ,0 0 0 /5 3 50 0 0 /$ 3 ;0 0 0 ); and () 0 ) p ro v id e  fun d in g  fo r  travel (£  1,000 /S  i ,000/S  ] ,000). C o v e rag e : five  h ighest v o lu m e city  and 
ju s tic e  courts ip R e n sse la e r C o u n ty  as w ell a s  R e n sse la e r  C o u n ty  ■Court.. (8 2 .2 %  o f  case  vo lu m e in a ll c rim in a l co u rts  in C o u n ty ) (p rov ide  p rim ary , 
co n flic t and 1 o-B  b ack -u p ). N ote: lnt3ividuai b u d g e t l in e s s u b je c t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p rocess.

B p c  le fci e  :
Distribution #1 

£91,194

(1) Purchase  v eh íc le  fo r in v es tig a to rs  in Pub)ic D e fen d e r o ffice {£21,051), p lu s  fue 1 co sts  ($ 2 ,7 9 7 ) (to ta l: $ 2 3 ,8 4 8 ); (2 ) p ro v id e  ad v an ced  C L P  
tra in ing  to  members o f  A ssig n ed  C ounsel pan e l and P ublic  D efen d er o ffice  ($ 2 5 ,0 0 0 ); (3 ) update  M c K in n e y ’s an d  pu rch ase  sp ec ia lty  re feren ce  
books (e.g ., DNA:, DW 1. sex  crim es, im m ig ra tio n , an d  search  and se izu re ) (£  13,69.1): (4 ) p u rch ase -lap to p  c o m p u te r^ j  ( $ l ,057); (5 ) pu rchase  
com p liter so ft w are  an d  R ose tta  S to n e --  Span ish  ($ 4 ,0 0 0 ); (6 ) upgrade o n -line  co m p u te r se n d e e s  (W es tla w  N ex t) ($ 2 1 ,0 0 0 ): a n d { 7 )  purchase: 
office  .siipplies ($ 2 .6 0 0 ),

Distribution #2

£622,354 
. $207,452/yr.;

( I )  A dd S p an ish -sp ea liin g  c a sew o rk e r (j-eferrals, co n n ec t c lien ts  to  co m m u n ity  ag en cies , tran sp o rta tio n  m atte rs , access  m ed ica l reco rds, e tc .)
($76,26.1 / I? 6 ,2 6 l /$ 7 6,261 w/fiftiige) and re c e p tio n is t (S 4 8 ,6 9 2 /$ 4 8 ,6 9 2 '$ 4 8 ,6 9 2  w /fringe) in. Public. D e fen d e r’s office; (2 )  u p g rad e  tech n o lo g y  by 
p ü rch asín g  dígilál' c am e ra  an d  case  (ph o to  c rim e  scen es  ($380/$G /S0); (3 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r C L E  co iirses  fo r p u b lic  d e fen d ers  an d  18B a tto rn ey s 
(SI 0 ,090/514,500./$  15 ,700); (4 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r in v estiga tive  an d  ex p e rt se rv ices for public  d e fen d e r and 1813 a tto rneys 
(S 10,000/S  L3,699/£ 15 ,000); (5) p ro v id e fu n d in g  for upgrade o f  public  d e fen d e r o ffice , inc lud ing  carp e t (S i 6 ,3 2 8 /£ 0 /$ 0 ), re fttrb ish in g  k itch en  
($ 1 ,8 0 0 ) and o ffice  su p p lies/! u m iiu re  u p g rad e  {£0/$S ,500 /3 7 ,0 0 0 ); (6) puj:ciiá$e h igh  v o lu m e  scan n e r SO/S2,50O/$Ü); (7) h ire  p art-fiine  in tern  to  
scan  file s  in to  c o m p u te r sy s tem  (S 0 /S 10,000/$ 1 0 ,0 0 0 ); (8 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r a s io rag e  system  fo r p re sen t files; (9) add th ree  licenses to access 
: case  tn anagem en  t sy s tem  (fo r ad d itiona l s ta f f  to  ac c e ss  sy s tem ) (£ 1 ,500/S  .1,500/S  ¡ .500); (1 0 ) p u rch ase  sh red d er; ($3 0 0 /S 0 /$ 0 ); ('ll) obtain  
p o rta b le : plum es w ith : sp eak ers: ($ 12 5/SO/SO); (1 2 ) u p d a te  p rim er a n d : o n -lin e  se r  v ices fo r research  ($ 0 /£ 0 /$  10 ;0 0 0 ); (1 3 ) p tirclta sé su b sc rip tio n  f o r  
Aiyy (58OO/S80Q/58GO): a n d (14) pro v id e  íu n d ih g f b f ^ tran scrip ts($ 0 /$ 0 /$ 7 ,5 00),

Counsel at First 
Appearance

£416,760

W ould  ( I )  h ire  tw o p art-tim e  a tto rn ey s  w ith p rim ary  function  to p ro v id e  rep resen ta tio n  a t a rra ig n m en t (o n -ca ll)  (daily , ev en in g s an d  w eekends) 
for 2 1 Ju s tice  co u rts in R o ck lan d  C o u n ty  ($ 130 ,0 0 0 /S  130,000 /S 130 ,000); (2) p ro v id e  funding  for the 15 p resen t a tto rn ey s o f  PD  office  to  serve  as 

: "b ack -u p ” for a rra ig n m en ts:o n  “ a s-n eed ed ”  b a s is  ($ 5 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 ,0 0 0 ): (3 ) ob ta in  b lack b e rry  p h o n es fo r  a tto rn ey s ($ 1,920 /S  1,9 2 0 /5 ! ,920): and 
p ro v id e  m isce llan eo u s  fu n d in g  ($ 2 t0Ó 0/$2í0OO/S2,QO0), N ote: In d iv idual lu idget lines su b je c t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p rocess.

H



(c o n tra c t n o t  
fin a lized )

. S t, L a w re o c e  C chio i y  ■

Distribution #1

$ 3 7 ,4 6 2

P u rc h a se n e w  case  m a n ag e m en t system  ($ 3 7 ,4 6 2 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$255 ,654  
$ 8 5 ,2 1 8 /y r,

(1 )  A dd  Legal: Secretairy (to. w ork  under d irec t su p erv isio n  o f  a ss ig n ed  co u n se l ad m m is tra to r) ($ 7 1 ,450 /$71 ,450 /$71  V45Q: w /frin g e); p ro v id e  ■ 
fu n d in g  fo r  in c id en ta l costs fo r  new  sec re ta ry  (n o ta ry , p ro fessio n a l d ev e lo p m en t)  ($ 6 7 5 /$ 5 0 0 /$ 5 6 0 ); (3) p ro v id e  co n tin u ed  fu n d in g  for C M S  co sts  
(a) technical su p p o rt (S 6 ,687 /$6 .687 /S 6 ,687); (b )  in a in ten an ce  (S500/$500/S5()0); and (c) tra in in g  (4 da>f$/year) (S L 5 0 0 /$ !,5 G O /$ 1 ,500) (to ta l: 
8 ,237/S8 ,23  7 /S 8 .2 3 7): and (4 ) p ro v id e  fund m g  fo r ass ig n ed  co  unsel p ro g ram  ($4 ,506 /54 ,581  /$ 4 ,5 2 1 ),

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$ 5 8 6 ,7 4 4  
(c o n tr a c t  n o t . 

f in a liz e d )

( ! )  A dd  fu ll-tim e legal sec re ta ry  (P D  o ffice) ($ 7 3 ,0 7 1 /S 69 .996 /S 69 .996  w /feinge); (2 ) ad d  fu ll-tim e  k ey b o ard  sp ec ia lis t (C o n flic t O ffice) 
($ 5 5 ,9 2 5 /$ 5 2 ,8 5 0 /5 5 2 ,8 5 0  w /fringe); (3 ) p ro v id e  C L E  o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r A ssig n ed  C ounsel P rogram  a tto rn ey s  (9  tra in in g  d ays; ava ilab le  to  
M ag istra tes; a tto rn ey s  an d  Ju d g es) ($4 ,761 /$ 4 ,? 6 1 /S 4 ,761}; (4) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r in v es tig a tiv e  se rv ices  fo r A C P  ($ 2 0 ,0 0 6/$20,0G  0/$2O,000); 
and (5 ) p ro v id e  increased  fu n d in g  for a ss ig n ed  couuseI ($37 ,5  Q 0 /5 5 0 .0 0 0 /5 5 0 ,0 0 0 ). C overage: en tire  co u n ty  en v is io n ed . N ote: Ind iv idual b u d g e t 
lines-sub ject to  c h a n g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p ro cess .

Saratoga CSotiiit^

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$31 ,007

(1) P ro v id e  fu n d s  to  reconfsgure/expand  P u b lic  D efen d er o ffice to  acco m m o d a te  tra n s itio n  to  an all fa il- t im e  P ublic  D e fen d e r s ta f f  ($ 4 ,8 7 2 ); (2 )  
upg rad e  tech n o lo g ica l su p p o rt tit P ublic  D efen d er o ffice  (b e ., le a se  p lio to  c o p te r  an d  p u rch ase  personal co m p u ters , scan n e r, p rin ter and u p g rad ed  
so ftw are) ($ 2 5 .3 1 4 ); (3 ) p ro v id e  funding  fo r C L E  and  o th e r tra in in g  ($ 3 6 5 ); an d  (4 ) u p g rad e  W estlaw  serv ice  ($456).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 S ara toga  C o u n ty  has n o t su b m itted  a p ro p o sa l.
C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  

A p p e a ra n c e
Saratoga C o u n ty  did  n o t subm it a p roposa l.

:Sb!iüít;ée tarty- C m irtiy ' ■
I)is  t r ib u  tí on  #1 

$67 ,884

( I )  P rov ide  fu n d in g  fo r A ssigned  C ounsel p ro g ram  to  ad d ress  in crease  in n u m b er o f  ap p ea ls  ($ 3 2 ,4 8 8 ); (2 ) upgrade co m p u te r and video 
co n fe ren c in g  cap ab ilitie s  O f C o n flic t D e fen d e r an d  P u b lic  D e fen d e r o ffices , in c lud ing  usage w ith  c lien ts  hou sed  in co u n ty  ja i l  ($ 2 ,9 0 0 ); (3 ) 
p ro v id e  fu n d in g  to  increase  p resen ce  o f  C o n flic t D e fen d e r a tto rn ey s  in  S ch en ec tad y  Police  C o u rt ($ 7 ,4 9 7  w /fringe); an d  (4 )  ad d  A lternatives 
C o o rd in a to r to  p ro v id e  sc reen in g s  for m en ta l illness an d  chem ica l ad d ic t io n  ($ 2 4 ,9 9 9 ).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2  

$ 4 6 3 ,2 6 6

(1) P ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r A ssigned  C ounsel p ro g ram  to  ad d re ss  in c rease  in co n flic t cases ($ 4 2 ,0 6 8 /S 4 2 ,068 /5 4 2 ,0 6 8 ). F o r C o n flic t D efen d er’s 
office: (2 )  e n h an ce  p a rt-tim e  C o n flic t D e fe n d e r p o sition  to  fu  H -tim e ($ 3 3 ,7 2 3 /$ 3 3 ,7 2 3 /$ 3 3 ,7 2 3 p k is  h in g e ) ; ( 3 ) increase  aval lab it ity  o f  co n flic t 
clefender se rv ic e s  a t S ch en ec tad y  P o lic e  C o u rt ($ 5 ,0 7 3 /$ 5 ,G 73/S3,0 7 3  p lu s fringe) (to ta l fringe fo r //2 and #3: $ 1 9 ,2 1 2 /$  19 ,212 /S 19,212). For
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S 154 ,4 2 2 /y  r. P u b lie  D e& hdpC s o iï l c e: (4 )  en h an ce  p a r  M i m e leg a  l e t e r k p o s  it ion  to- fiiil- tim e  (S 1:8, G 7 3 /$  1 8 ,0  7 3)$  1 Sfo73 p l üs f i  inge); an d  (5^ pix)Vidç fu n d in g   ̂
. fo r m en ta l h ea lth  a n d  eb era ica liy  udclicled  sc reen m g s a lie rn a ti ve c o o rd in a to r (S 17 ,4 4 0 /$ i7 ,4 4 0 /S 1 7 ,4 4 Û  p lu s fr in g e) ( to ta l fringe f o r  # 4  an d  # 5 ;
:; $ î ^ 3 3 ^ .1 S ^ 3 3 / é : i  S ,S S 3 ) ,.

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

S ch en ec tad y  :C p y n ty  ; d  id n o t subm ltfo  p ro p o s a i

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$JÛ4>36

(1 ) P rov ide  funds fo r C LE tra in in g  o f  m em b ers  o f  th e  ass ig n ed  co u n se l panel ($ 9 .6 3 6 ): an d  (2 ) p u rch ase  o ffice  su p p lies  ($400).

D is tr ib u tio n  # 2

$¿■8*490
S 2 2 ,8 3 ü /v r.

(1 )  P ro v id e  G L E tra in in g  f o r m e m b e r s o f  a ss ig n ed  co u n se l panel ($ 5 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 ,0 0 0 ); (2) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fob p a n e l o f  assigned  e o u n s e l to  
. p ro v id e  rep resen ta tio n  a t a rra ig n m en t (24 h o u r basis). ($  17 p h 0 /$ 4 7 ,4 3 0 /$ ;i7 ,4 3 0 ):a n  d. (3.) p ro v id e  fun  ding, fo r  office, s.upplies/eqi) ipm ent 
($ 4 0 0 /$  40O /S400).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

S ch o h arie  Cfouhty d id  n o t Subnrit ,a p ro p o sa l.

D is t r ib u t io n # !

$8 ,173

. (.1) P ro v id e  additional; in v estig a tiv e  an d  ex p e rt se rv ices t o r  Im th c r im in a l  arid' fam ily  c o u r t  m atte rs  ($ 6 ,7 0 2 ); an d  (2 ) p ro v id e  fu n d s  for C E E  
tra h u n g  o f  stafr A tto rn ey s  in P u b lic  D efender's.: O ffice  ($ 1 ,4 7 1 ).

D is t r ib u t io n  .#2

$55 ,776
$ I8 ,5 9 2 /y r .

( \ )  P ro v id e  c o n tin u ed  an d  en h an ced  in v es tig a tiv e  and-experi se rv ice s  (con tim te  fo la t jo n sh ip  w ith  p riv a te  in v es tig a to r fu n d ed  u n d e r D istribu tion  
#1 ) (SfO.OOO/SiGfiOO/SlO.GOO); (2) p ro v id e  fund ing  fo r  G i f  ( a n d  N Y S D À  Ira in ing  (P u b lic  D efen d er o ffice  and co n flic ts  a tto rn ey )
($ 2 ,0 0 0 /S 2 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 ,000); (3 )p ro v id e  fo n d m g fo r  m isce llan eo u s  trial eq u ip m en t (d isp lay  eq u ip m en t, p h o to s , court ap p a re !) ($ 5 0 0 /$ 500 /S 500); and  
(4) p ro v id e  p a r t ia l:funding  to: convert p a it- tiiu e  A ssistan t P ublic  D e fen d e r p o sition  to  fu ll-tim e  ($ 6 ,09 2 /S 6 .0 9 2 /S 6 ,0 9 2 ) , ■

D is tr ib u tio n  #3

$ 5 5 ,7 7 6
$ 3 $ ,5 9 2 /y r

P roposal:

C o u n se l a t  F i r s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  RFP

$ 9 3 ,8 4 9  
( c o n tra c t  n o t 

f in a liz e d )

( Î ) P ro v id e  fu n d  ing to u p g ra d e  parf-ti the  a ss is tan t publ sc d e fen d e r (cu rre titly  3 0 /h rs . w eek  a t $4G ,8O 0pius SI 1 ,602  fr in g e  ) to  fu ll-tim e ($ 6 0 ,0 0 0  
phi$ $  16,425 fringe) ($ 2 4 ,0 2 3 /S 2 7 ,0 8 0 /$ 3 0 ,259  w ith fringe a n d  4 %  ra ise ); and (2) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  to  u p g rad e  c u n e n t leg a l sec re ta ry  p o sitio n  (to  
ad d ress  increase  in w o rk load : p rep are  files, m aintain  data  co llec tio n , pho n e  co v erag e) (S 4 ,0 0 0 /$ 4 ,16 0 /$ 4 ,3 2 6 ). N o te : ind iv id u al b u dget lines 
su b jec t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  co n trac t p ro cess .

ig -



SeiiecaGoiiiilÿ
D is tr ib u tio n  # t  

S IO ,158

P ro v id e  b in d in g  fo r  a d d itio n a l in v estig a tiv e  an d  ex p e rt se rv ices ($ 1 0 ,1 5 8 ).

D ist r i  btii t i on  #2

569*32J 
$ 2 3 ,l0 7 /y t\  

{con i r  a  c t n o t 
fin a lized )

P ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r ( f ) an appeals a tto rn ey  (S t I ,3 7 2 /S 1 1,305/5  i -.l,! 01); (2 )  ex p e rt w itness an d  in v estiga tive  se rv ice s  ($5 ,OG0/S5.00 0 /5 5 ,0 0 0 ); 
and (3 ) legal research  su b sc rip tio n s  an d  u p g rad e  o f  te ch n o lo g y  (S 6 .7 3 4 /S 6 .73 4 /S 6 .734).

C o u n se l a t  F irs t 
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

S en eca  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.

.■Steli-beli G nu iitÿ
D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

5 3 0 ,9 0 4

: (  i ) P ro v id e  fu n d s  for in v es tig a tiv e  se rv ices in fe lo n y  cases  { $ 15,452); an d  (2 )  u p g rad e  co m p u te r research  cap ab ilitie s  O f Public  D efen d er 
o ffice  (515 ,452).

D is tr ib u tio n  42

5210',897 
S 7 0 ,2 9 9 /y r.

(1 ) P u rchase  an d  insta ll N Y S D A  case  m an ag em en t sy s tem  w itlvam iual su p p o r t fee  (to  re p la c e  “ h o m em ad e’’ so ftw are  p ro g ram / no “ real tim e"  
rep o rts) (S 13 ,316/S 2 ,6 5 6 /5 2 ,6 5 6 ); (2 )  u pg rad e  tech n o lo g y  (instai; 1 D ig ita l W ork  s ta tio n  to  p e rm it scann ing , s to rag e  an d  re trieva l O f files -  
rem o te  access) ($7,GQ0/$I 0 ,0 0 0 /5 3 ,QÛ0); (3 ) increase.'funding ''.forO L E  and tra  in i n g : (S 4 ,9 3 71$ 8 .000/3  S ,0 0 D );{4 ) d ev elo p  a  p ro g ram  in: 
co n su lta tio n  w ìtlt D A Y  office , p ro b a tio n  and co u rts to  iden tify  and ex p an d  p re -tria l re lease  o p tio n s (to  in crease  “ no  s trin g s5’ p re -tria l re lease  
o f  "bon ier Hue”  cases ) ($ 0 /5 2 .7 9 1 /5 9 ,7 9 1 ); (5 ) in crease  fund ing  for in v es tig a tiv e  serv ices (5 7 ,3 7 9 / 5 5 ,0 0 0 /5 5 .0 0 0 ); (6 )  ad d  f i l i I-tim e S en io r 

1 A ssis tan t P u b iic D e fen d e r p o sitio n  (p rim arily  A an d  B  fe lon ies) (S 3 7 ,6 6 6 / 541,8-52/54Ì ,852).
C o u n se l a t  F irst, 

A p p e a ra n c e  R F F

S teuben  C o u n ty  d id  n o t su b m it a  p ro p o sa l.

■;Sïiilblfc:Ççïiiiîty;-

D is tr i b u t to n # !  

5 3 0 8 ,6 3 7

. (1 ) A dd  tw o L egal A id  S o c ie ty  s t a f f  a tto rn ey  p o sitio n s .and o n e  in v es tig a to r p o sition  to  h an d le  cases in  F am ily  G o u it parts  d ed ica ted  to  custo d y  
an d  'visitation- m atte rs  (5188 ,233  w /f r i t ig e ) ;(2 ) p a rtia lly  fu n d  a  (te w  ca se  m an ag e m en t sy s tem  (i,e ., in sta lla tion , d a tab a se 'lic en ses , data 
co n v ers io n , cu sto m iza tio n , tra in in g  an d  a n n u a l support fees) ($ 3 ,5 1 0 ); (3 )  add a d d itio n a l L eg al A id  Society' s ta f fa t to rn e y  p o sition  ($5 9 ,1 2 7 ); 
an d  (4 )  ad d  ad d itiona l L egal A id  S o c ie ty  in v es tig a to r p o sitio n  ($57 ,767).

D is tr ib u  fia ti #2

S 2 ,I0 6 ;2 5 8
S7ffl2dl86/yrt

( I )  C o o t nm e fu n d in g o f  (a ) .-two' L egal A id s ta f f  a tto rn ey s  ($ 1 1 9 ,2 7 0 /$  122 ,848 /5126 ,533  p lus fringe); (b ) o n e  S en io r A tto rn ey  (65% ) 
($ 4 8 ,6 6 4 /5 5 0 ,1 2 4 /5 5 1 ,3 5 8  p lu s fringe); and  (c) o n e  investig a tiv e :p o sitio n  ($ 4 8 ,4 Í0 /5 4 9 ,862 /5 5 1 ,3 5 8  p lus fr in g e) in  Farn ily  C o u rt d ed ica ted  to  
h a n d lin g  cu s to d y  a n d  v is ita tio n  m a tte r  (to ta l sa la ry  an d  fr in g e ; $ 2 6 4 ,1 3 1 /5 2 6 7 ,2 3 l /$ 2 7 1,813) (to ta l sa lary : $ 2 1 6 ,3 4 4 /5 2 2 2 ,8 3 4 /5 2 2 9 ,5 19 )  (to ta l 
frin g e : $ 7 3 ,5 5 7 /$ 7 5 .7 6 4 /$ 7 8 ,036 ); (2 ) p ro v id e  fund ing  for (a )  eq u ip m en t ($ i;3 ,8 9 9 /$ 5 ,2 0 2 /$ 0 ), (b )  tra in in g  ($ 2 ,2 0 0 /5 2 ,2 0 0 /5 0 ) and: (c )  tra v e l

2G



■ ($2,0QG/$2,Ö0Q 
se rv ices to  Spa 
t $ i 5  6G0/S16 0

/$ 4 4 5 j fo r conti nued  p o silio  
nish sp eak in g  c lien ts) ($220 ,

ts  (sed  4 l ) ; ( 3 ) a d d  (a) lo u r  n e w  S pan  isb  sp eak in g  L egal A id  a tto rn e y s  (to  in ip ro v e  q u aiity  o f  
ÖÖO/$226,600/$233 ,4 0 0  p lu s  f iM g e):(fe )ö iie  S p an ish  sp e a ld n g  sec ret a ry  (4 0 % )

S27S.6ÖQ/S2S3 ,S 6 8 /$ 2 9 2 1,3§6 p lu s  fringe) (  

Aon/C/i '-hhh/C'hv / k\  sm inin.

ß  U l  ll.y. 9 . J i p v l i i v i l i j j j  V t l V . I l ' 4  /"Iliki.V y  v W lV  V *  mLr • *. vH /i.sjjH ji«  y .1 i )  U , . p lw l l ;  • 1 1 1

Loiaifi-inge’ S 93 ,7 :04/S96,SI5>iS 9 9 ,4 i l ) :  an d  ( 4 )  pro  v ide  fu n d in g  fo r ( a ) f u r a  itu re  an d o ffice
"i r f i f t h * ® i s  f i f i f i / ®  t  f i A i f i  < a*,rf ¡ w v - t f o u o r  * ® / i . 7 n 7  / c  i  o e o v

p o sitio n s.
v)‘ i j v v y ( k y t J  j U U v i y  1 t - y U V )  ^ y y  . U d V y J  y /  s?2 * /¿> w j i  v . J / ip  J ' O y ^  l y L J l v M  ü | j £ jif |*> l I £> j j C ( i K  j J 1^.

C o n n  s c i a i  F ir s t  
A p p e a r a n c e  R F P

<1) A dii 2  m i l H  

. tow n  po in ts (S<
im e L e g a l A id S o c ie ty  s ta f f  
u ith o ld  and E ast H am p to n : 1

a tto rn e y s  C ^ iT a ig i in e n i 'tc s im ”)  (o n e  o f  tw o  ■ atto rn ey s b it i n  g  ual)  to p h y s ic a iJ y s ta iT 2  h ig h  v o lu m e : 

4 -P ) in e a s te rn  Sis {folk C o un ty  ($ 1 4 7 ,4 0 0 / $ 1 5 1 ,8 2 2 /$ 1 5 6 „3 7 7 w /frin g e ) (p lu s fu rm i a re  fin d

«747.0/} fi
e iju ip ipen i ($5 ,GQG/$2,OGO/$0); tra v e l ( $  10, 6 0 ö ö /$ : 10 iGQ0/$736 2 3 ); tra in in g  ($2 ,G 00 /$1,500/$  .1,0.00). arid (2 ) in crease  A ssigned  Counsel.

(c o n tr a c t  n o i 
f in a liz e d )

w h en ev e r coup  
(in c lu d es  5  eas 
su b jec t to  ch an

. is  lii.-.sessib.iT-(7 d ay sA vk .;o i 
e ra  c o u n tie s ); and, 2. h igh  yo 
g e  during, co n trac t p ro c e ss .

v j. !* 11  v j  j  ^ y  y  141 * .* v  j j j > . kj i.i \ ^  . j^.j o  vt :i w i  s -1 v  u j  l  . \ • m ii i i j  v i r i  j. i v  v v *  -v y  i)• • m :.t  u  i j n  iwiL-i.ixci

is  a tto rn ey  p re sen t M -F  ah d o n  S a t ad d  S un) ($84  tÖÜ0/S8 4 ,0 0 0 /$ 8 4 ,ÖGO). C overage: D  ¡strict C o u rt ; 

lum e tow n  co u rts  ( o f  5, w este rn  to p l i  c o u rts),;w h en ev e r in session . N ote: In d iv id u a l b u d g e t lines..

D is tr ib u tio n  #1

$35 ,6 0 7 .

. :( 1 ).P ro v id e  funds; fo r  in v estig a tiv e  an d  expert, se rv ices in  fe lo n y  cases ($22,07.6): and (2 ) add; a  p a rt-tim e  C o n flic t D efen d er p o sitio n  ($13 .531  ).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2 ( 1 ) A dd  an ad d itio n a l p a rM im e  a tto rn ey  to  h an d le  ea se s  in ,Ju stice  C o u rts  an d  P aro le  -Violaiio n  B ea rin g s  .(to r e d u c e :L egal A id  S taff a tto rney
case lo ad s) ($ 4 9 ,8 1 4 /$49 ,S 14 /S 49 ,S  14) an d  (2 ) p jó v id e  fu n d in g  foi R eso u rce  C o o rd in a to r to  se rv e  a s  lia so n  betw ee]/ co u rts  an d  C om m unity

Ü 4z,yv/
$ 8 0 ,9 9 9 /y L :

m ental health , a n d  substance, ab u se  ev a lu a tio n  en d  trea tm en t to  in crease  n u m b er o f  d iv e rsio n s ($ j  1 »18 5 /S 3 I ,1 85/$o 1,185).

.'Counsel a l  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

SuUivah- C o u n ty  d id  n o is u b iT u ta p ro p o s a ! .

rPÌ0|S:vC^yii4y-:--

D is tr ib u tio n  #1 

$9 ,070

(1 ) P rov ide  aceess  to  in te rn e t le g a rre sea rch  lo r  Public. D e fen d e r office. ($ 1 ,9 5 6 ); ( 2 ) p ro v k le  funding. fo r ,investigative serv ices, in felony-cases : 
(SI ,700); (3 )  ob ta in  tran sc rip ts  o f  fe lo n y  an d  su p p ressio n  h ea rin g s  fo r u se  a t  tria l ($ 3 0 0 ); an d  (4 )  p ro v id e  a d d itio n a l fu n d in g  fo r A ssigned  
C o u n se l p ro g ram  ($ 5 ,1 1 4 ).

P i s t i i b u t j o n  # 2

$ 6 1 ,9 0 2
$ 2 0 ,6 3 4 /y r .

. ( ! )  C rea te  p a rt-tim e  ass ig n ed  counsel A  d m  ini s ir  a io r  p osit io n  (i n iti al I y  co n ta c t fo r co n su ltin g  a i to rn e y s e rv ie e s to  d ev elo p  ass ig n ed  co u n se l: p lan  -. 
to ;ad v ise  L eg isla tu re  on best m ethod ,.o f p ro v id in g  F am ily  C o u rt and c o n flic t rep resen ta tio n ) ($ 1 6 ,9 7 9 /S l6 ,9 7 9 /$ l6 ,979  w /frm g e); (2 ) con tinue  
fu n d in g  o f  W e s t L aw  in te ra c t research  for P ublic  D e fen d e r’s o ffice  ($  1. ,9 55 /$  1 ,95 5 /S J ,9 5 5 ); (3 )  p ro v id e  h in d  m g fo r  in v estig a tiv e  se rv ices in 
fe lo n y  , c a se s  (S I ,200 /S I ,2 0 0 /$  ] ,2 0 0 ); and (4 )  p so v id e  .funding ;for tran sc rip tio n  se rv ices fo r P u b lic  D e fen d e r in  fe lony  cases- ($5D0/$500/$5.00).-

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

T io g a  C o u n ty  did npt su b m it a  p roposal.
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Tempfeiiis-.-C^oiiitty' ■■
Distribution #1 

$39,489

(1 ) P rov ide  fu n d in g  to .o f fse t e x trao rd i n a ry  ex p en ses  o f  expert se rv ices in  com p lex  m u rd e r c a se  ($ 3 7 ,4 8 9 ) an d  (2 )  p ro v id e  funding  for 
te ch n o lo g y  u p g rad e  ($2 ,000).

D is tr ib u tio n  #2

$ 2 6 9 ,4 8 7
S 8 9 ,8 2 9 /y r.

..(f)P ro v id e  fund ing  fo r  c ounse l a t a rra ig n m en t (o ff-h o u rs  in D ryden  T o w n  C o u rt) ($ !  ,000 /$  1 ,000/$  1,000); (2 ) dev e lo p m en t o f  a  b r ie f  ban k  fo r 
ass ig n ed  counsel.on . 18-B  panel (d ig itiz ed ) (S I0 ,0 0 0 /S !0,000./$! 0 ,000); (3 )  p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r ^d ev e lo p in g  a  fo rm al co m p la in t p ro ced u re” 
(assigned  co u n se l p ro g ram ; su p e rv is in g  a tto rn e y  po in t-o f-co n tac t for co m p la in ts) (S 8 ,9 9 0 /$ 8 ,9 9 0 /$ 8 ,990); an d  (4) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  for 
"e s tab lish in g  a d ed ica ted  .fund f o r  th e  p ro v isio n  o f  sp ec ia lized  se rv ice s .’- (p sy ch o lo g ica l ev a lu a tio n s , p riv a te  investig a to rs , sten o g rap h ers  and 
ex p ert w itn esses) ($69 ,83  9 /$ 6 9 ,8 3 9 /$ 6 9 ,8 3 9 ).

Counsel a t  First 
Appca ra n e e  MFP

$11-7,000 
(eo n  t r a c t  n o t 

f in a liz e d )

W ould  p ro v id e  ass ig n ed  co u n se l a t n ig h t a rra ig n m en ts  in T o m p k in s C o u n ty ’s 12 ju s tic e  c o u rts ; 5  to  10 night: a rra ig n m en ts/w eek  
($39.OOO/S39,O0O/S39,QGO). N o  a d d itio n a l adm in istra ti v e  costs w ou ld  be  incurred  (ad m in is tra tiv e  m atte rs  h an d led  d u rin g  reg u la r business 
hours). C overage: en tire  co u n ty  (n ig h t a rra ig n m en ts; a ll 12 ju s tic e  co u rts) . N ote: In d iv idual b u d g e t lines su b jec t to  ch an g e  d u rin g  contract: 
p rocess.

D is tr ib u tio n  # f  

$64 ,5 5 4

( I )  Create, part-tim e A ssig n ed  C ounsel P lan  A d m in is tra to r position  ($ 1 7 ,5 0 0  plus fringe); (2 )  c rea te  A d m in istra tiv e  A ssistan t p o sition  to  assist 
A ssigned  C ounsel P lan  A d m in istra to r ($ 1 3 ,4 8 9  p lus i f  inge); (3 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  fo r C L E  and o th e r tra in in g  fo r m em b ers  o f  A ssig n ed  C o unse l 
panel ($ 5 ,0 0 0 ); (4 ) p ro v id e  funding  fo r in v es tig a tiv e  an d  ex p e rt s e m c e s  ($5 ,009); (5 ) u p g rad e  co m p u ter c ap ab ilitie s  ($ 5 ,0 0 0 ); (6 ) prov ide 
fu n d in g  for legal re fe ren ce  m ateria ls, in c lu d in g  W est law  ($ 3 ,7 1 9 ); (7} pu rch ase  o ffice  su p p lies  ($ 2 ,5 0 0 ); an d  (8 ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g  for 
lo ca tion /space  expenses ($5^000) (frin g e  b en e fits  fo r  item s # 1 an d  # 2  to ta l $7 ,346).

D is t r ib u t io n # 2 U lster C o u n ty  has not su b m itted  a  b u dget an d  work: p lan .

$440 ,544
$ l4 6 ,8 4 8 /y r .

C o u n se l a t  F ii 's t 
A p p e a ra n c e  H F P

U lster C o u n ty  is in the  p ro cess  o f  m ak in g  ad ju s tn ieu ts  to  th e ir p lan .

$604 ,776
(c o n ti a c t  n o t 

■finalized!).





Wesîtli es ni y
D is t r ib u t io n # !

$409 ,34«

( l )  A d d  tw o  L e g a l A id  S o c ie ty  s t a f f  a t to r n e y  p o s i t io n s  t o  s e r v ic e  S p e c ia l  P ro b le m  C o u r ts  ( i .e .,  D o m e s t ic  V io le n c e  C o u r t ;  M e n ta l  
H e a lth  C o u r t ;  D ru g  D iv e r s io n  C o u r t ;  S e x  O f f e n d e r  C o u r t ;  a n d  S C I C o u r t)  ( $ 9 0 ,0 0 0  e a c h  p lu s  f r in g e ) ;  (2 )  a d d  th r e e  L e g a l A id  
S o c ie ty  e n tr y  le v e l a t to r n e y  p o s i t io n s  to  re d u c e  c a s e  lo a d s  ($ 5 7 ,0 0 0  e a c h  p lu s  f r in g e ) ;  (3 )  p ro v id e  fu n d i tig  fo r  m e m b e r s  o f  
A s s ig n e d  C o u n s e l  p a n e l to  a c c e s s  in te rn e t  le g a l  re s e a rc h  ($ 2 5 ,0 0 0 ) ;  (4 )  c r e a te  in te rn e t  A s s ig t ie d  C o u n s e l  v o u c h e r  p ro g ra n t  
( $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 ) ;  (5 )  u p g ra d e  a u d io -  v is u a l  e q u ip m e n t  ($ 5 ,5 0 0 ) ;  a n d  (6 )  p u rc h a s e  C D /D V D  d u p l ic a to r  a n d  p r in te r  ($ 3 ,8 4 0 )  ( f r in g e  
b e n e f i ts  f o r  i te m s  #1 a n d  # 2  to ta l  $ 9 ,0 0 0 ) ,

D is t r ib u t  io n  #2 ( I )  C o n lim ie  f u n d in g  f ry e  L e g a l A id  a t to r n e y s .( th r e e 'e n t r y ' le v e l p o s i t io n s  a n d  tw o  s t a f f  le v e l p o s i t io n s )  ( S e n io r  A tto r n e y

$2 ,79 3 ,4 9 8
$ 9 3 i , t6 6 /y r .

p o s i t io n ,  a i  u u .u o y /*  r u y ,u u u /* l  u u .u o u  p lu s  i n n g e )  ( h e m  o r  A t to r n e y  p o s i t i o n ,  b v u , u o i l u o u / b ” 0 , d u o  p lu s  i t  in g e )  ( tn re e  
A s s o c ia te  A tto r n e y  p o s i t io n s :  ($ 5 7 ,0 Q O /$ 5 7 ,0 0 0 /$ 5  7 ,0 0 0  e a c h  p lu s  f r in g e ) ;  ( 2 )  a d d  s o c ia l  w o rk  p o s i t io n  (L e g a l  A id  S o c ie ty )  fo r  
p ro b le m  s o lv in g  c o u r ts  ( $ 5 1 ,0 ( )0 /$ 5 1,0 0 0 /$ 5  i ,0 0 0 ) ;  (3 )  a d d  s o c ia l  w o rk  p o s i t io n  fo r 18 -B  c r im in a l  la w y e rs  
($ 5 1 ,O 0O ./$51 ,00O /$5  1,0 0 0 ) ;  (4 )  c r e a te  c a s e  m a n a g e r  p o s i t io n  to  a s s is t  L e g a l A id  S o c ie ty  a n d  1 8 -B  c l i e n ts  a c c e s s  p u b l ic  a n d  
p r iv a te  r e s o u r c e s  ($ 5 0 ,0 0 O /$ 5 0 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 O ,0 0 O ); (5 )  c r e a te  a n  in v e s t ig a t iv e  p o s i t io n  fo r  iS - B  F a m i ly  C o u r t  a t to rn e y s  ( e .g .,  a c c e s s  
D M V  d a ta b a s e  :to  lo c a te  p a r t ie s  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  s u p p o r t )  ($ 5 0 ,0 0 0 /$ 5 i) ,0 '0 O /$ 5 0 ,0 0 0 ) ;  (6 )  c r e a te  b M in g u a l  in v e s t ig a t iv e  p o s i t io n
to  vpiiuuuk  in;VCiLigd.ituii5 ïii op& ritsii sp b d iv iiig  cQ i]]0iU ii!tiu$ ^ j y  aCEu ucita CEiu y p u M u o n  liU CUfiCvilY
e n t e r c a s e  in ta k e  a n d  r e s u l t s  ($ 4 0 fo 0 (V $ 4 0 ,0 0 0 )$ 4 0 ,0 0 0 )  ( to ta l  f r in g e  b e n e f i ts  #  ! - # 7 :  $ 1 3 7 , ! 3 0 /$  I3 7 ,  l 3 0 /$  1 3 7 .1 3 0 ) ;  (8 )  
c o n t in u e  In te r n e t  a c c e s s  p r o g r a a t  for- 5 0  IS -B  c r im in a l  a t to r n e y s  (S 2 5 ,0 0 Q /$ 2 5 ,0 Q 0 :/$ 2 5 ,G :0 0 )  a n d  e x p a n d  p ro g ra m  to  in c lu d e  25
t ctl 1 £lm (LvJLi 1..11. j iî-Lïv'ii liJuy-$ l¿«j UU/Jy :i. 4) l ^7 J. [Jt.ÜV i.vlO uftiitLIOe Lett LOIf.ïii/tjJ1 etcLLtUiL tüi. .LUHi t$v.I LCJ bid,f 1 tillkldL-
S a tu r d a y  a r r a ig n m e n ts  in  M i  V e rn o n  C i ty  C o u r t  a n d 'Y o n k e r s  C i ty  C o u r t  a n d  t o  p ro v id e  c o u n s e l  a t  f i r s t  a p p e a r a n c e  h i f iv e  lo c a l  
c o u r t s  ($ 2 0 ,0 0 0 /$ 2 0 ,O 0 0 /$ 2 O ,0 0 0 ) ; (1 0 }  in c r e a s e  c o m p e n s â t  io n  o  H o n g - s e r v in g  s e n io r  a t to rn e y  p e r s o n n e l  
($ 7 .1 ,5 3 6 /$ 6 0 ,0 4 6 /$ 6 0 ,O 4 6 ) ;  a n d  { l Î ) p ro v id e  fu n d in g .to . u p g ra d e , t e c h n o lo g y ,  m e  L td ih g  c o m p u te r s  a n d  c e il p h o n e s  
( $ 1 2 ,0 0 0 /$ 3 ,9 0 0 /$ 3 ,9 0  0 ).

C o u n se l a t  F ir s t  
A p p e a ra n c e  R F P

$ 6 2 1 ,2 3 0  
( c o n t r a c t  n o t 

fin a lized )

W o uld  im p lem en t co u n se l a t a rra ig n m en t in fo u r phases: P h ase  1: p ro v id e  co u n se l a t S a tu rd ay  fe lony  a rra ig n m en ts  in  M o u n t V ernon  C ity  
C o u rt an d  C ity  o f  Y onkers C o u rt .(per TLS D istribu tion  #2  fund ing): P h ase  11:; p ro v id e  w eek en d  a rra ig n m en t co v e rag e  in th ree  o th e r large  c ity  
co u rts  (N ew  R o ch e  île. W h ite  P la in s an d  Peeksktll): b y  ass ig n in g  L A S a tto rn ey  to  each co u rt (m in im u m  o f  3  h o u rs  a t £ 75 .00 /h r. fo r each  co u rt 
w ith  co n tin g en cy  fund i f  m o re  than  3 hours ($ 4 6 JO 0 /$ 4 6 ,8 O 0 /$ 4 6 ,8 0 0 ); P h ase  IJ L A : d iv id e  W estch ester C o u n ty  into th ree  a reas o f  co v erag e  
w ith  a tto rn ey  ass ig n ed  to  eaeîï a rea  to  p ro v id e  w eekend  an d  ev en in g  co v erag e  fo r m odera te  an d  sm all co u rts (w eekend : m in im um  o f  3 h o u rs  
a t $75.0O /hr. w ith  co n tin g en cy  fund  $46,SOO/S46,S0O/S46,8O0); P a r t It L B  p ro v id es  fo r n igh t coverage  o f  a rra ig n m en ts  in ju s tic e  courts (1 h r . /  
5  n ig h ts w e e k  w ith c o n tin g en cy  $ 7 8 ,0 0 0 /3 7 8 ,0 0 0 /$7S ,000). P ro v id e  fund ing  fo r  m o d ifica tio n  o f  18-B se rv ices {$ 1 0,00Q /$0/$0); 
eq  uîp m en t/i echo o lo g y  ($ 5 ,2 0 0 /$ 3 ,6  G0/$3,600} and m isce llan eo u s (in c lu d es so m e ad m in is tra tiv e  co sts) ($ 2 9 , ! 10 /$27 ,430 /$26 ,430).
C o v erag e : P rov ide  counsel a t all a rra ig n m en ts  in  fo u r p h ase  process.

’W y  ëiiïi iïg, ■

D is t r ib u t io n # t Upgrade'■.■database cap ab ilitie s  by partia lty  funding, a  n ew  c a se  m an ag em en t system  ($7 ,482),
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